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[4910-22] 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Highway Administration 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT: GULF and BAY COUNTIES, 
FLORIDA 

AGENCY: Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), USDOT. 

ACTION: Notice oflntent. 

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this notice to advise the public that an environmental 
impact statement (EIS) will be prepared for a proposed highway project in Gulf and Bay 
Counties, Florida. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: George Hadley, Environmental 
Programs Coordinator, Federal Highway Administration, 545 John Knox Road, Suite 
200, Tallahassee, Florida 32303, Telephone: (850) 942-9650. 

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The FHWA, in cooperation with the Florida 
Department of Transportation, will prepare an EIS for a proposal to provide a new 
highway, known as the Gulf Coast Parkway, in the regional transportation network in 
Gulf and Bay Counties, Florida. The proposed improvements would connect US 98 at 
CR 386 in Gulf County with US 98 (Tyndall Parkway) in Springfield and US 231 in 
Bay County, north of Panama City, utilizing a combination of existing roadway 
facilities and new roadway alignments. The distance of the proposed improvement is 
approximately 35 miles. The proposed highway would improve mobility and manage 
future traffic demand by providing additional infrastructure within the regional 
transportation network serving Bay and Gulf Counties. The proposed improvements 
would support economic development in Gulf County. The proposed highway would 
enhance regional connections to intern1odal hubs (airports, seaports, and the intern1odal 
distribution center), would provide an alternate route to US 98 through the Tyndall Air 
Force Base Reservation for national security purposes, and would be an additional route 
for hurricane evacuation. 

Alternatives under consideration include 1) taking no action, and 2) 4-lane roadway 
alternatives on a combination of existing and new alignments. 

Letters describing the proposed action and soliciting comments will be sent to appropriate 
Federal, State, and local agencies, and to private organizations and citizens who have 
previously expressed interest in this proposal. A series of public meetings will be held in 
Gulf and Bay Counties between September 2007 and December of 2008. In addition, a 
public hearing will be held. Public notice will be given of the time and place of the 
meetings and hearing. The draft EIS will be made available for public and agency review 
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and comment. A formal scoping meeting is planned in the project vicinity during the fall 
of2007. 

To ensure that the full range of issues related to the proposed action are addressed and all 
significant issues identified, comments and suggestions are invited from all interested 
parties. Comments or questions concerning this proposed action and the EIS should be 
directed to the FHW A at the address provided above. 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance Program Number 20.205, Highway Research, 
Planning and Construction. The regulations implementing Executive Order 12372 
regarding intergovernmental consultation on Federal programs and activities apply to this 
program.) 

Issued on: October , 2007. 

George Hadley 
Environmental Programs Coordinator 
Tallahassee, Florida 
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61946 Federal Register/Val. 72, No. 211/Thursday, November 1, 2007/Notices 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Highway Administration 

Environmental Impact Statement: Gulf 
and Bay Counties, Florida 

AGENcY: Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), USDOT. 
AcTION: Notice of intent. 

SUMMARY: The FHWA is issuing this 
notice to advise the public that an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) 
will be prepared for a proposed highway 
project in Gulf and Bay Counties, 
Florida. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTAcT: Mr. 
George Hadley, Environmental Programs 
Coordinator, Federal Highway 
Administration, 545 John Knox Road, 
Suite 200, Tallahassee, Florida 32303, 
Telephone: (850) 942-9650. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
FHWA, in cooperation with the Florida 
Department of Transportation , will 
prepare an EIS for a proposal to provide 
a new highway, known as the Gulf Coast 
Parkway, in the regional transportation 
network in Gulf and Bay Counties, 
Florida. The proposed improvements 
would connect U.S. 98 at CR 386 in Gulf 
County with U.S. 98 (Tyndall Parkway) 
in Springfield and U.S. 231 in Bay 
County, north of Panama City, utilizing 
a combination of existing roadway 
facilities and new roadway alignments. 
The distance ofthe proposed 
improvement is approximately 35 miles. 
The proposed highway would improve 
mobility and manage future traffic 
demand by providing additional 
infrastructure within the regional 
transportation network serving Bay and 
Gulf Counties. The proposed 
improvements would support economic 
development in Gulf County. The 
proposed highway would enhance 
regional connections to intermodal hubs 
(airports, seaports and the intermodal 
distribution center), would provide an 
alternate route to U.S. 98 through the 
Tyndall Air Force Base Reservation for 
national security purposes, and would 
be an additional route for hurricane 
evacuation. 

Alternatives under consideration 
include (1) taking no action, and (2) 4-
lane roadway alternatives on a 
combination of existing and new 
alignments. Letters describing the 
proposed action and soliciting 
comments w ill be sent to appropriate 
Federal, State, and local agencies, and to 
private organizations and citizens who 
have previously expressed interest in 
this proposal. A series of public 
meetings will be held in Gulf and Bay 
Counties between September 2007 and 

December of 2008. In addition, a public 
hearing will be held. Public notice will 
be given of the time and place of the 
meetings and hearing. The draft EIS will 
be made available for public and agency 
review and comment. A formal scoping 
meeting is planned in the project 
vicinity during the fall of2007. 

To ensure that a full range of issues 
related to the proposed action are 
addressed and all significant issues 
identified, comments and suggestions 
are invited from all interested parties. 
Comments or questions concerning this 
proposed action and the EIS should be 
directed to the FHW A at the address 
provided above. 

(Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance 
Program Number 20.205, Highway Research, 
Planning and Construction. The regulations 
implementing Executive Order 12372 
regarding intergovernmental consultation on 
Federal programs and activities apply to this 
program.) 

Issued on: October 25, 2007. 
George B. Hadley, 
Environmental Programs Coordinator, 
Tallahassee, Florida. 
[FR Doc. E7-21508 Filed 10- 31- 07; 8:45am] 
BILLING CODE 4910-22-P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration 

Sunshine Act Meetings; Unified Carrier 
Registration Plan Board of Directors 

AGENcY: Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration (FMCSA) , DOT. 

TIME AND DATE: December 6, 2007 , 11 
a.m. to 2 p.m., Eastern Daylight Time. 

PLAcE: These meetings w ill take place 
telephonically. Any interested person 
may call Mr. Avelino Gutierrez at (505) 
827-4565 to receive the toll free 
numbers and pass codes needed to 
participate in these meetings by 
telephone. 

STATUS: Open to the public. 

MATIERS TO BE CONSIDERED: The Unified 
Carrier Registration Plan Board of 
Directors (the Board) will continue its 
work in developing and implementing 
the Unified Carrier Registration Plan 
and Agreement and to that end, may 
consider matters properly before the 
Board. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTAcT: Mr. 
Avelino Gutierrez, Chair, Unified 
Carrier Registration Board of Directors at 
(505) 827-4565. 

Dated: October 25, 2007. 
William A. Quade, 
Associate Administrator for Enforcement and 
Program Delivery. 
[FR Doc. 07-5463 Filed 10-30-07; 3:42pm] 
BILUNG CODE 4910-EX-P 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

Federal Railroad Administration 

Notice and Request for Comments 

SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 (44 
U.S.C. 3501 et seq.), this notice 
announces that the Information 
Collection Requirement (ICR) abstracted 
below has been forwarded to the Office 
of Management and Budget (OMB) for 
review and comment. The ICR describes 
the nature of the information collection 
and its expected burden. The Federal 
Register notice with a 60-day comment 
period soliciting comments on the 
following collection of information was 
published on August 23, 2007 (72 FR 
48315). 

DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or before December 3, 2007. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. 
Robert Brogan, Office of Safety, 
Planning and Evaluation Division, RRS-
21, Federal Railroad Administration, 
1120 Vermont Ave., NW., Mail Stop 25, 
Washington, DC 20590 (telephone: (202) 
493-6292), or Ms. Gina Christodoulou, 
Office of Support Systems Staff, RAD-
43, Federal Railroad Administration, 
1120 Vermont Ave., NW., Mail Stop 35, 
Washington, DC 20590 (telephone: (202) 
493-6139). (These telephone numbers 
are not toll-free.) 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The 
Paperwork Reduction Act of 1995 
(PRA), Public Law 104- 13, Section 2, 
109 Stat. 163 (1995) (codified as revised 
at 44 U.S.C . 3501-3520), and its 
implementing regulations, 5 CFR Part 
1320, require Federal agencies to issue 
two notices seeking public comment on 
information collection activities before 
OMB may approve paperwork packages. 
44 U.S.C. 3506, 3507; 5 CFR 1320.5, 
1320.8(d)(1), 1320.12. On August 23, 
2007, FRA published a 60-day notice in 
the Federal Register soliciting comment 
on ICRs that the agency was seeking 
OMB approval. 72 FR 48315. FRA 
received two comments after issuing 
this notice. 

The first comment was submitted by 
Donald M. Hahs, National President, on 
behalf of the Brotherhood of Locomotive 
Engineers and Trainmen (BLET), who 
expressed whole hearted support for the 
proposed study. The BLET is a Division 
of the Rail Conference of the 
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Florida Department of Transportation 
JEB BUSH 

GOVERNOR 

August 25, 2005 

Ms. Lauren P. Mill igan 
Florida State Clearinghouse 

Post Office Box 607 
Chipley, Florida 32428 

Department of Environmental Protection/OTP 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 47 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 

RE: Advance Notification 
Financial Management No.: 4 1098 1-2-28-0 I 
Federal-Aid No.: Pending 
G ulf Coast Parkway from US 23 1 to US 98 
Project Development and Environment Study 
Gulf County and Bay County, Florida 

Dear Ms. Milligan: 

JOSE ABREU 
SECRETARY 

The attached Advance Notification Package and ten ( I 0) copies are forwarded to your 
office for processing through the appropriate State agencies in accordance with Executive 
Order 95-359. Distribution to local and federal agencies is being made as noted. 

Although more specific comments will be solicited during the permit coordination 
process, we request that permitting and permit reviewing agencies review the attached 
information and furnish us with whatever general comments they consider pertinent at 
this time. 

A Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study has been initiated to evaluate 
transportation alternatives within the recommended corridor. The study involves the 
provisions of engineering and environmental services necessary to determine a desirable 
roadway location and its economic, environmental and engineering feasibility. 

This is a Federal aid action and the Florida Department of Transportation, in consultation 
with the Federal Highway Administration, will determine what degree of environmental 
documentation will be necessary. The determination will be based upon in-house 
environmental evaluations and comments received through coordination with other 
agencies. Please provide a consistency review for this project in accordance with 15 CFR 
930. 
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November 15, 2010 
Page 2 

In addition, please review this improvement's consistency, to the maximum extent 
feasible, with the approved Comprehensive Plan of the local government jurisdictions 
pursuantto Chapter 163, Florida Statutes. 

We are looking forward to receiving your comments on the project within 60 days. 
Should additional review time be required, a written request for an extension of time 
must be submitted to our office within the initial 60 day comment period. 

Your comments should be addressed to: 

Ms. Blair Martin, P.E. 
Assistant Environmental Management Engineer 
Florida Department of Transportation 
Post Office Box 607 
Chipley, Florida 32428-0607 
Email: blair.martin@dot. state.fl .us 

Your expeditious handling of this notice will be appreciated. 

Sincerely, 

Blair Martin, P.E. 
Assistant Environmental Management Engineer 
District Environmental Management Office 

Attachments: Project Location Map 
Advance Notification Fact Sheet 
Threatened and Endangered Species List 
Application for Federal Assistance 

www.dot.state.fl.us 



H-4 
 

 

  

November 15, 2010 
Page 3 

cc: 

MAILING LIST 

Federal Highway Administration- Director 
Federal Emergency Management Agency - Region IV, Director 
Federal Aviation Administration - Airports District Office 
Federal Railroad Administration - Office of Economic Analysis, Director 
U.S. Department of the Interior- Bureau of Land Management, Eastern States Office 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency - Region IV, Regional Administrator 
U.S. Department of the Interior- Fish and Wildlife SeiVice, Southeast Regional Office, Director 
U.S. Department of the Interior- U.S. Geological SuiVey Chief 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers- Regulatory Branch, District Engineer 
U.S. Coast Guard - Commander ( obr), Eighth District 
U. S. Department of Commerce - National Marine Fisheries SeiVice, Habitat ConseiVation 
Division 
U.S. Department of Commerce- National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
U.S. Department of Agriculture- Southeast Region, Regional Director 
U.S. Department of Agriculture- Natural Resources ConseiVation SeiVice- Florida State Office, 
State Soil Scientist 
U.S. Department of Health and Human SeiVices - Center for Environmental Health and Injury 
Control 
U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development- Regional Environmental Officer 
U. S. Department of the Interior - National Park Service, Southeast Regional Office 
U. S. Department oflnterior - Bureau of Indian Affairs, Office of Trust Responsibilities 
Musco gee Nation of Oklahoma 
Miccosukee Tribe oflndians ofFlorida 
Poarch Band of Creek Indians of Alabama 
Seminole Tribe of Florida 
Seminole Nation of Oklahoma 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection - District Director 
Florida Fish and Wildlife ConseiVation Commission- Executive Director 
Florida Division of Forestry - Chipola River District, Manager 
West Florida Regional Planning Council 
Apalachee Regional Planning Council 
Northwest Florida Water Management District 
Gulf County Board of Commissioners 
Bay County Board of Commissioners 
City of Port St. Joe 
City of Mexico Beach 
City of Callaway 
City of Lynn Haven 
City of Springfield 
City of Parker 
City of Panama City 
City of Cedar Grove 
Tyndall Air Force Base 

www.dot.state.fl.us 
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APPLICATION FOR 
OM B Approval No. 0348-0043 

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE 
2. DATE SUBMTTED 

!August 1S 200S I 
Aeelicant Identifier 

1410981-2-28-01 I 
1. TYPE OF SUBMISSION: 

• 

3. DATE RECEIVED BY SlATE State A~~ication Identifier 
liflication Preapplication I I I I Construction I:J Construction 4. tTF BECEI:iED E!J:: EEDEBAI dGE~J:: F=-de[al ldectifiet 
~on-Construction : D Non-Construction I l I 

5 . APPLICANT INFORMATION 

Legal Name: I Florida Department of Transportation I 
Organizational Unit: I office of Design I 

Address (give city, county, state, and zip code): Name and telephone number of the person to be contacted on matters involving 
this application. (qive area code) 

60S Suwannee Street Ms. Blair Martin, PE 
Tallahassee-Leon, FL 32399-04SO Assistant Environmental Management Engineer 

8S0-638-02SO ext. S09 

6. EMPLOYER IDENTIFICATION NUMBER (EIN): 7. TYPE OF APPLICANT: (enter appropriate Iefier in box) t!..l 
Is 19 I - 16 I o lo 11 Is 17 14 I 

A. State H. Independent School Dist. 

B. County I. State Controlled Institution of Higher Learning 

8. TYPE OF APPLICATION: c. Municipal J. Private University 

D. Township K. Indian Tribe 

Ill New D Continuation D Revision E. Interstate L. Individual 

F. lntermunicipal M. Profit Organizatir 

If Revision, enter appropriate letter(s) in bCD<(es): D D G. Special District N. Other(Specify): :Non-Profit Organizatio3 

A. Increase Award B. Decrease Award c. Increase Duration 

D. Decrease Duration Other (specify): 9. NAME OF FEDERAL AGENCY: 

IUS Department of Transportation 
I I I 

10. CAlALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC 12 lo .12 lo Is 11. DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF APPLICANT'S PROJECT: 
ASSISTANCE NUMBER: 

FM# 410981-2-28-01 
TITLE: !Highway Planning and Construction I Gulf Coast Parkway 

From US 231 to US 98 
12. AREAS AFFECTED BY PROJECT (cities, counties, states, etc.) : Bay and Gulf Counties, Florida 

I Bay and Gulf Counties, Florida I 
13. PROPOSED PROJECT: 14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTS OF: 

Start Date 

I I 
Ending Date a. Applicant b. Project 

I June 200S I June 20071 I I loistrict3 I 
15. ESTIMATED FUNDING: 16. IS APPLICATION SUBJECT TO REVIEW BY SlATE EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372 PROCESS? 

a. Federal $ I TBDioo a. YES. THIS PREAPPLICATION/APPLICATION WAS MADE AVAILABLE TO THE 

STATE EXECUTIVE ORDER 12372 PROCESS FOR REVIEW ON: 

b. Applicant $ .00 DATE I August 1S 200S I 

c. State $ I TBDI.oo 
b NO. D PROGRAM IS NOT COVERED BY E.O. 12372 

d. Local $ .00 D OR PROGRAM HAS NOT BEEN SELECTED BY STATE FOR REVIEW 

e. Other $ I TBDioo I 
f. Program Income $ .00 17. IS THE APPLICANT DELINQUENT ON ANY FEDERAL DEBT? 

g. TOTAL $ I ItiCil .00 
0 Yes If "Yes," attach an explanation. Ill No 

18. TO TI-E BEST OF M'f KNCWLEDGE AND BELIEF, ALL DATA IN THIS APPLICATIONIPREAPPUCATION ARE lRUE AND COORECT, TI-E DOCL.f.JIENT HAS BEEN DULY 

AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE APPLICANT AND THE APPLICANT\MLL COMPLYIJVITH THE ATTACHED ASS~ANCES IF THE ASSISTANCE IS AWARDED 

a. T~eed Name of Authorized Ree;resentative I b. Title c. TeleE!hone number 

I I Assistant Environmental Mgmt Engineer I I8S0-638-02SO I Ms. Blair Martin. P.E. 

d. Signature of Authorized Representative e. Date Signed 

Prevtous Edtttons Not Usable Standard Form 424 (REV 4-88) 
Prescribed by OMB Circular A-102 
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STATE OF FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
ADVANCE NOTIFICATION FACT SHEET 

1. Need for Project: 
Transportation options along the Gulf Coast between coastal communities located 
in Bay County (Panama City) and Gulf County (Beacon Hill, St. Joe Beach and 
Highland View) and Interstate 10 to the north are limited and constrained. The 
proposed Gulf Coast Parkway is a new roadway that would connect US 98 in Gulf 
County with US 231 in Bay County. The existing corridor is becoming 
increasingly congested and the roadway is insufficient for freight movement via 
trucks. The proposed new roadway would provide additional traffic capacity, 
improve access to state roads, and provide an improved freight corridor for the 
region. The new route will provide for more direct access to US 231 and in tum 
provide improved access to Interstate-10, as well as providing greater 
accessibility to the coastal communities in Gulf County. Currently, US 98 crosses 
through the Tyndall Air Force Base. The proposed new facility will bypass the 
air force base which will allow for heightened security on the base and provide an 
alternate route if passage through the base is prohibited. Additionally, the new 
route will provide an additional hurricane evacuation route for area residents. 

2. Description of Project 
A Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study has been initiated to 
evaluate alignment alternatives within the corridor. The proposed Gulf Coast 
Parkway is a new multi-lane facility that would connect US 98 in Gulf County 
southeast of Mexico Beach to US 231 in Bay County north of Panama City near 
Bayou George, a distance of approximately 35 miles. (see attached project 
location map). The roadway alignments to be evaluated will be developed within 
the boundaries of the existing and new roadway corridors described below. The 
construction of the proposed multi-lane facility will require the acquisition of 
additional right-of-way within the corridor. 

The Gulf Coast Parkway would exiend five miles along existing County Road 
(CR) 386 and cross over the Intracoastal Waterway on the existing bridge at 
Overstreet. East of Overstreet, the parkway would extend northwest for 
approximately 11 miles of new roadway. The new roadway would cross over 
W etappo Creek and extend north to an intersection with existing SR 22. The 
parkway extends west along SR 22 for approximately 6.9 miles. East of the town 
of Calloway, the Parkway would leave SR 22 and continue northwest on new 
roadway for approximately 3.6 miles to North Star Avenue. The intersection with 
North Star Avenue provides a connection to US 98 to the west and US 231 to the 
nm1h. The connection to US 98 would be made via a new alignment near Tram 
Road and would extend approximately 2 miles. 

The Parkway north of North Star Avenue to US 231 could either extend along 
North Star Avenue for approximately 4 miles or the parkway could extend 
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northwest on new roadway to an intersection with US 231 near CR 2321 and CR 
390. 

3. Environmental Information: 

a) Land Use: Existing and future land use for the study area was reviewed using 
maps from the Bay County and Gulf County current Comprehensive Plans. Bay 
County has five general land use categories covering the study area: Agricultural, 
Conservation, Residential, Industrial, and Public/Institutional. Gulf County has 
three general land use categories covering the study area: Agricultural, 
Residential and Public/Institutional. Potential impacts to all land uses and 
roadway access will be considered during the PD&E Study. 

b) Wetlands: There are wetlands present within the study area. An evaluation of 
the wetlands for the entire project area will be completed and all feasible 
measures to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands will be considered in 
identifying and evaluating project alternatives. A Wetland Evaluation Rep011 will 
be prepared to document wetlands and potential impacts. Coordination with the 
appropriate regulatory agencies with jurisdiction over this project will be 
conducted. 

c) Floodplains: Some areas in Bay County within the study area fall under Zone A, 
indicated by the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM). Also, a small portion 
of East Bay within the study area is designated Zone VE, which will be assessed 
in development of the project alternatives. FIRM Community Panel Numbers 
within the study area include: 12045C0217E, 12045C0225E, 12045C0250E, 
12045C0150E, 12045C0050E, 12045C0025E, 12005C0517G, 12005C0509G, 
12005C0400G, 12005C0390G, 12005C0370G, 12005C0366G, 12005C0362G, 
12005C0358G, 12005C0356G, 12005C0354G, 12005C0352G, 12005C0243G, 
1200C0240G. 

d) Wildlife and Habitat: A review of data obtained from the Florida Natural Areas 
Inventory (FNAI) indicates that species classified as threatened and endangered 
may be found in the project area (see attached list). This will be further evaluated 
during the study, as part of the development of alternatives and in the comparison 
of the alternatives impacts. Based on identified habitat types and the information 
provided by the regulatory agencies, protected species surveys will be conducted 
during the PD&E Study. Field surveys for protected species that potentially occur 
near the study area will be conducted following established survey protocols and 
guidance provided by the regulatory agencies. Potential effects on 
wildlife/protected species will be assessed and appropriate commitments will be 
developed to avoid and/or minimize harm to the potentially affected species. The 
results of the wildlife and habitat impact evaluation will be documented in an 
Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA). 
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e) Outstanding Florida Waters: A review of Chapter 62 part 302.700 of the 
Florida Administrative Code indicates designation of Outstanding Florida Waters 
(OFW). OFWs within the general vicinity of the study area include: the St. 
Joseph Bay and St. Joseph Peninsula State Park. The PD&E Study will evaluate 
any potential impacts and will document necessary water quality protection 
measures that will be utilized, in accordance with Part 2, Chapter 21 of the FDOT 
PD&E Manual. 

f) Aquatic Preserves: St. Joseph Bay in Gulf County is within the general vicinity 
of the project study area according to a review of the Florida Aquatic Preserves' 
boundaries from FDEP. The PD&E Study will evaluate any potential impacts and 
will document necessary water quality protection measures that will be utilized, in 
accordance with Part 2, Chapter 19 of the FDOT PD&E Manual. 

g) Coastal Zone Consistency Determination Required: _K_ Yes No 

h) Cultural Resources: A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey will be completed 
for this project and coordinated with the State Historic Preservation Officer. There 
are no sites in the project study area listed on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). 

i) Coastal Barrier Resources: There are no Coastal Barrier Resource Areas 
associated with the project as defined in the Federal Coastal Barrier Resources 
Act (CERA) and Governor's Executive Order 81-405. 

j) Contamination: Known hazardous material generators and/or potential 
contamination sources are located within the study area. The most common 
sources are underground storage tanks containing petroleum products. The 
proposed project will have a Contamination Screening Evaluation pelformed for 
all viable alternatives during the PD&E Study. The results of the evaluation, 
including an assessment of the potential for the project to be involved with known 
contamination sites, will be documented in the Contamination Screening 
Evaluation Report. 

k) Sole Source Aquifer: There are no designated Sole Source Aquifers within the 
project limits. 

I) Noise: A detailed noise impact analysis will be conducted for the preferred 
alternative as part of the PD&E study. The analysis will be documented in a 
Noise Study Report. 

m) Essential Fish Habitat: Habitat Areas of Particular Concern within the study 
area include the Gulf of Mexico, East Bay, St. Joseph 's Bay, St. Andrews Bay, 
and the St. Andrew's Bay Watershed Estuarine Drainage Area (EDA). These 
areas will be further evaluated during the study as pat1 of the development of 
alternatives and in the comparison of the alternatives impacts. Federally-managed 
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fish species potentially occurring (Table 1) will be evaluated for potential 
involvement. This will be identified and documented as part of the appropriate 
report. Coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) will 
occur during the PD&E Study. 

Table 1-Potential Essential Fish Habitat 

Brown Shrimp, Penaeus aztecus (adult stage) 
Brown Shrimp, Penaeus aztecus (juvenile stage) 
Gray Snapper, Lut;·anus griseus (adult stage) 
Gray Snapper, Lut;·anus griseus (juvenile stage) 
Pink Shrimp, Penaeus duorarum (juvenile stage) 
Red Drum, Sciaenops ocellatus (adult stage) 
Red Drum, Sciaenops ocellatus (juvenile stage) 
Spanish Mackeral, Scomberomorus maculates (adult stage) 
Spanish Mackeral, Scomberomorus maculates (juvenile stage) 
White Shrimp, Penaeus setiferus (adult stage) 
White Shrimp, Penaeus setiferus (juvenile stage) 

May-Aug 
May-Nov 
Sept-Nov 
May-Jan 
Feb-Jan 
Feb-Jan 
Feb-Jan 

May-Nov 
May-Nov 

Feb-Aug &Dec-Jan 
Feb-Jan 

n) Other Topics and Comments: Consistent with the Farmland Protection Policy 
Act of 1984, coordination will be conducted with the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service to detetmine the potential for the project to have 
involvement with farmlands. This coordination will be documented. 

4. Navigable Waterways: ..]L Yes No 

The Intracoastal Waterway is within the study area. A determination will be made 
later in the project study under 23 CFR 650, Subpart H, Section 650.805, regarding 
whether or not a US Coast Guard permit is required. 

5. Permits Required: 

Subsequent to the PD&E Study and prior to constmction, various permits would be 
obtained. Agencies which may have an interest from a pem1itting standpoint include, 
but may not be limited to, the following (actual permits required will be determined 
during subsequent project development activities): 

US ACE 
US Environmental Protection Agency 

• NFWMD 
USCG 
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Department of 

Environmental Protection 

Jel> Bush 
Governor 

Ms. Blair L. Manin, P.E. 

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building 
3900 Commonwealth BouleV<lrd 
Tallahmee, Florida 32399-3000 

November I, 2005 

Assistant Environmental Management Engineer 
Florida Depanment of Transponation 
P. 0. Box 607 
Chipley, FL 32428-0607 

Colleen M. Castille 
Secretary 

RE: Depanment ofTransponation - Advance Notification - Gulf Coast Parkway 
PD&E Study, from U.S. 23 1to U.S. 98, Financial Management No. 41 0981-2-
28-0 I - Bay and Gulf Counties, Florida. 
SAl # FL20050906 1486C 

Dear Ms. Man in: 

The Florida State Clearinghouse has coordinated the state's review of the above­
referenced advance notification for a Project Development and Environment (PD&E) study. 
The study involves the proposed Gulf Coast Parkway, a new 35-mile, multi-lane facility that 
would connect U.S. 98 in Gulf County to U.S. 231 in Bay County. The PD&E study will 
evaluate alignment alternatives within the recommended corridor. Comments provided by 
reviewing agencies are enclosed and summarized below for your consideration in the 
preparation of the s tudy. 

The Florida Depanment of Environmental Protection (DEP) notes that the project area 
proposed in the advance notification includes the St. Andrews Bay watershed. St. Andrews Bay 
is a Florida Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waterbody, and is 
designated a Class II waterbody under Rule 62-302.400(12)(b), Florida Administrative Code. 
Potential direct impacts of the proposed project on water quality and wetlands resources arc of 
panicular concern to the DEP. In addition, the road will facilitate secondary development in 
rural areas, funher exacerbating non-point source stormwatcr nmoff. The proposed project 
should be designed and constructed to avoid adverse impacts to the quantity. quality and now 
of groundwater and surface waters in the watershed. Please refer to the enclosed DEP 
memorandum for additional details. 

Nonhwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD) staff notes that the 
indicated route intersects the St. Andrews Bay and St. Joseph Bay watersheds, which arc 
Surface Water [mprovement and Management (SWIM) priority waters of the water 
management district. An analysis of the potential direct, secondary. and cumulative impacts of 

"Mor<f Process" 
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Ms. Blair L. Martin, P.E. 
November I , 2005 
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the transponation corridor on area wetlands, streams, and estuarine habitats, water quality, and 
hydrology should be performed. Due to their imponance for hydrologic and habitat functions, 
isolated wetlands should be included within the analysis, along with jurisdictional wetlands. It 
is also recommended that alternative actions that would avoid or minimize impacts be 
considered and evaluated. Staff advises that mitigation for proposed wetland impacts must be 
coordinated with the NWFWMD in accordance with Section 373.4137, Florida Statutes. 
Please refer to the enclosed NWFWMD comments for funher infonnation. 

The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has determined that the project is 
not inconsistent with DCA's authorities or the goals, objectives and policies of the Bay County 
and Gulf County comprehensive plans. The proposed project, however, is not currently 
addressed within those plans. Staff notes that although the roadway would improve hurricane 
evacuation and access to state roads in the region, the roadway improvement does not justify 
increased density and intensity of development in the Coastal Higb Hazard Area. The ponions 
of the project located outside the urban service boundaries of Bay and Gulf Counties should not 
be considered an impetus to encourage future development in the rural area. DCA funher 
recommends that the project not be advanced into the FOOT's Five Year Work Program until 
each comprehensive plan is amended to reOect the proposed roadway modification. Please 
refer to the enclosed DCA comments for funher details. 

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWCC) states that the PD&E 
study should address impacts to listed species, and habitat loss and fragmentation for each 
potential alternative. Primary consideration should be given to alignments or other 
transponation routes that avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to fi sh and wildlife resources 
and their habitats. FWCC staff notes that improving the existing higbway network would have 
far less impact on natural resources than development of a new corridor. Staff further notes that 
while this phase of the project may be found consistent, there are substantial fish and wildlife 
and habitat issues that must need to be addressed before the next phase of the project can 
proceed. The FWCC would prefer to identify and address difficult situations early in the 
process instead of at the final stages of the project. Please see the enclosed FWCC letter for 
funher information. 

The DEP, FWCC, and NWFWMD are concerned that the corridor alignment was 
selected without meaningful interagency review and comment. Specifically, it is unclear why 
the project did not go througb the Efficient Transponation Decision Making (ETDM) process. 
The ETDM process creates and fosters coordination between land use, transponation, and 
environmental resource plartning through early, interactive agency involvement. The project, as 
proposed, appears to have progressed rapidly through preliminary decision-making phases 
without resource agency consultation or involvement. Immediate and continued coordination 
with state resource agencies to prevent potential disputes during subsequent phases of the 
project is strongly recommended. Please refer to the attached comments from DEP, FWC and 
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NWFWMD (respectively) for details on the foregoing items, as well as additional 
recommendations regarding the environmental document that will be prepared for the proposed 
project. 

Bay County Planning and Zoning Division staff notes that the proposed parkway will 
impact areas that serve as some of the last remaining foraging grounds in Florida for species 
such as the Florida black bear and red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW). In addition, Wettappo 
Creek is one of only two documented RCW population sites in Bay and Gulf Counties. Staff is 
particularly concerned about the Wenappo Creek crossing and locations south of Highway 22 
due to the relatively undeveloped nature of those areas. The long-term impacts of the parkway 
on the area's sensitive ecosystems and rare organisms should be given special anent ion in the 
planning phase of the project. Please sec the enclosed Bay County comments. 

Thank you for the opponunity to review and comment on the subject advance 
notification. Based on the inforn1ation contained in the notice and the enclosed state agency 
comments, the state has detennined that the allocation of federal funds for the PD&E Study is 
consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP). The applicant must, 
however, address the concerns identified by the reviewing agencies. The state's continued 
concurrence with the project will be based, in pan, on the adequate resolution of issues 
identified during this and subsequent reviews. The state's final concurrence of the project's 
consistency with the FCMP will be detennined during the environmental pennining stage. 
Future environmental documents prepared for this project should be forwarded to the Stale 
Clearinghouse for interagency review. If you have any questions regarding this lener, please 
contact Ms. Lindy B. McDowell at (850) 245-2167. 

SBM/Ibm 
Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

~YlJ - 'ln(~ 
Sally B. Mann, Director 
Office of Intergovernmental Programs 

cc: Barbara Ruth, DEP, Nonhwest District 
Duncan Cairns, NWFWMD 
Mary Ann Poole, FWCC 
Ray Eubanks, DCA 
Terry Joseph, WFRPC 
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Project Information 

address Impacts tD losted species, habitat loss and 1\agmemtion, and 
or other transportation routes which avoid, ml,..mlze, or m•tigate Impacts to fish and wtldhfe resources 

An option whkh would have fwless Impact to natural resources WOlAd be to lmproo~e the existing h5ghway 
satiSfy the tTansportation need. We highly recommend thot FOOT establ;sh an lnterogency teom composed d 
and state _,c~es tD discuss and clality the oven~n environmental Issues before further planning and road 

We are concerned that con1dor setectSon has OCOJm!d without Interagency reoAew and comment COntinued 
of plans and designs without dose coord.nadon or lnvofvement of these agencies rnl1'f restlt In difficulbe:S 

project. The tundong f0< the GuW coast Pilfi<way PO&E Study ~ determined tD be oonslstent with our 
370 and 372, Florida Statutes) uncle< the FIOOda Coastal Managemont Program. While tills phased the 

be c:oosistent. there are substantial fish and wtldbfe and habitat issues that wtU need to be addressed 
next phase d the project can proceed. We would prefer tD avoid dofficutt ~tuations at the final stages d a project 
could be Identified and addressed early In tile process. 
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OEP notes that the project area proposed in the Advance Notification includes the St. Andrews Bay watershed. St. Andrews 
Bay is a Aorida Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waterbody, and is designated a aass 11 
waterbody by Rule 62-302.400(12Xb), Florida Adminstrathle Code (F.A.c.). Potential, <irect lmpaas to water quality and 
weUands resources are or partKular concem. Because the road will OOiitate secondary development In n.nl areas, further 
exacerbation d non-point SOIXte stormwater flM'lOff Is also of concem. The proposed project should not cause adverse 
impactS to the quantity, quality and now of groundwater and SIXface waters In the watershed. Please see OEP comments for 
further infonnation. . 
~THWEST FLORIDA WMD - NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

NWFWMO staff notes that the indiCated route intersects the St. Andrews Bay and St. Joseph Bay watersheds, which are 
Slrlace Water Improvement and Management (SWlM) priority waters of the NWFWMD. An anatysis of the potential direct. 
secondary, and cumulative impacts or the transportation c::omdor on area wetland, stream, and estuanne habitats, water 
quality, and hyOOllogy shoUd be performed. Due to thetr Importance for hydrologic and habnat Mctlons, Isolated wetlands 
shoukt be included within the anatysis, along with jurisdicbonal wetlands. It is also recommended that alternatiVe actions 
that wouk1 ilVCiid or minurllze ·~ be considered and evaluated. Staff advises that mitigation for proposed wetland 
impacts must be coordnated with the NWFWMO in acc:xlrdanc:e with Section 373.•U37, F.S. 

For more information please contact the Clearinghouse Office at: 

3900 COMMONWEALTH BOULEVARD MS-47 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-3000 
TELEPHONE: (850) 245-2161 
FAX: (850) 245-2190 

Visit the Clearinghouse Home Page to query other projects. 

Copyright and Disclaimer 
Privacy Statement 
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Florida Deparbnent of 

Memorandum Environmental Protection 

TO: Florida State Clearinghouse 

FROM: Lindy McDowell, Environmental Manager 
Office of Intergovernmental Programs 

DATE: October 3 I, 2005 

SUBJECT: Department of Transportation - Advance Notification- Gulf Coast Parkway 
PD&E Study, from U.S. 23 I to U.S. 98, Financial Management No. 4 I 098 I -2-28-
01 - Bay and Gulf Counties, Florida 
SAl# FL200509061486C 

The Depanment has reviewed the above-referenced advance notification for a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) study. The study involves the proposed Gulf Coast 
Parkway, a new 35-mile, multi-lane facility that would connect U.S. 98 in Gulf County to U.S. 
23 I in Bay County. TI1e PD&E study will evaluate alignment alternatives within the 
recommended corridor. In developing the PD&E study, the Department requests that the study 
thoroughly evaluate the issues of concern and recommendations discussed below. 

The proposed project area encompasses several major creek systems, together with 
associated Ooodplains and wetland areas, and is hydrologically connected to East Bay. One of 
the largest and most productive estuaries in the state, East Bay is one of four distinct bays that 
comprise the St. Andrew Bay System. The West Florida Strategic Regional Policy Plan (SRPP) 
states that the recreational, ecological, and commercial impacts of the bay system on West 
Florida make it a regionally significant environmental resource. The estuary is designated a Class 
ll waterbody by Rule 62-302.400(12)(b), Florida Administrative Code (F.A .C.), and a significant 
portion of the bay has been conditionally approved for shellfish propagation and harvesting. The 
SRPP further notes that although the water quality of the bay is generally good, the effects of 
development, stornl\vater runoff, recreational overuse and industrial discharge or accidents are 
the greatest threats to the bay's water quality. ' Further, St. Andrews Bay is a Florida Surface 
Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waterbody. 

The manner in which the proposed action would affect water quality in the St. Andrews 
Bay watershed is of concern to the Department. Non-point source storm water runoff is of 
particular concern. In addition, the road will facilitate secondary development in rural areas, 
further exacerbating non-point source stormwatcr runoff. The proposed project should be 
designed and constructed to avoid adverse impacts to the quantity, quality and now of 
groundwater and surface waters in the watershed. Stormwater treatment should be designed to 
maintain the nantral pre-development hydro-period and water quality, as well as to protect the 

West Florida Regional Planning Council, WEST FLORIDA STRATF.GIC REGIONAL POLICY PW\,'< IV-16 (Natural 
Resources of Regional Significance) (July 15, 1996). 
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Memorandum 
SAl # FL200509061486C 
Page 2 of2 

natural functions of the adjacent wetlands, floodplains and waterbodies. To that end, the 
Department requests that the draft environmental document include the following infonnation: 

Identify and describe significant natural resources, particularly wetland and water 
resources, within potentially affected areas and the functional connections between 
watershed ecosystems, water quality, wildlife habitat, estuarine habitat, fisheries, etc. 

Identify how each proposed alternative will avoid and minimize natural resource impacts, 
maintain watershed functions and protect water quality. Minimization should emphasize 
avoidance-oriented corridor alignments; wetland fill reductions via steep or vertically 
retained side slopes; and median width reductions within safety limits. 

Evaluate potential direct, secondary and cumulative impacts that may occur to identified 
natural resources. The study should address the proposed corridor alignments and fully 
evaluate all environmental and economic impacts of any unavoidable wetland losses. 

Describe any mitigation concepts that may be proposed to offset unavoidable impacts to 
wetlands, water quality or other natural resources. 

Evaluate a "No Build" alternative. 

The Department further notes that it is unclear why this project did not go through the 
Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process. The ETDM process creates and 
fosters coordination between land use, transportation, and environmental resource planning 
through early, interactive agency involvement. The project, as proposed, appears to have 
progressed rapidly through preliminary decision-making phases without resource agency 
consultation or involvement. The Department would strongly recommend immediate and 
continued coordination with state resource agencies to prevent potential disputes during 
subsequent phases of the project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Advance Notification. We request that 
future draft environmental documents prepared for this project be forwarded to the State 
Clearinghouse for interagency review. Further evaluation(s) of the project will be conducted 
during the environmental documentation and permitting stages, and future consistency will be 
based in part on adequate consideration of comments offered in this and subsequent reviews. 
Please call Ms. Lindy B. McDowell at (850) 245-2167 if you have any questions or need 
additional information. 

cc: Barbara Ruth, Northwest District 
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NORTIIWEST FLoRIDA WATER MANAGEMENf DIS'ffiiCT 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Duncan Cairns, Chief, Bureau of Environmental Management and Planning 

FROM: Paul Thorpe, Section Director, Resource Planning 

DATE: October 4, 2005 

SUBJECT: Advance Notification, Gulf Coast Parkway, SAl# FL200509061486C 

The proposed action would provide for evaluation of alignment alternatives for a proposed new 
multi-Jane facility connecting U.S. 98 in Gulf County with U.S. 231 in Bay County. The 
evaluation will include identification of environmental analysis and documentation required in 
support of project development. 

The indicated route intersects the St. Andrew Bay and St. Joseph Bay watersheds, which are 
Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waters of the District. The area 
is chancterized by an amy of interconnected upland, wetland, and aquatic habitats. The low­
intensity nature of the current land use in the area helps to protect water and habitat quality in 
wetlands and tributary streams that intersect the area, as well as within receiving esruarine waters. 

Given that the srudy area has extensive wetland, stream, and esruarine resources, development of 
a major new transportation corridor structure would have considerable potential for impacts on 
water and related resources. Analysis should identify and describe potential direct and secondary 
impacts to wetlands and other sensitive habitats, as well as and potential offsite impacts from 
nonpoint source pollution and hydrologic change. Given the potential for significant impacts, it is 
also recommended that alternative actions that would avoid or minimize impacts be considered 
and evaluated. 

Environmental documentation should include an analysis of potential cumulative impacts. This 
should incorporate proposed and reasonably foreseeable future impacts that could result from 
completion of the proposed corridor. In developing the aoalysis, the interactive and additive 
nature of wetland impacts, hydrologic change, land use change, stormwater runoff, and nonpoint 
source pollution should be identified and descnbcd. Additionally, due to their importance for 
hydrologic and habitat functions, isolated wetlands should be included within the analysis, along 
with jurisdictional wetlands. 

For wetland impacts caused by Florida Department of Transportation road and highway 
construction, mitigation must be coordinated with the Northwest Florida Water Management 
District in accordance with Section 373.4137, Florida Starutes. Additionally, this project falls 
within the intent and process outlined by the Efficient Transportation Decision-Making (ETDM) 
Memorandum of Understanding signed in 2001 by 23 agencies, including the Federal Highway 
Administration, FOOT, Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP), and the 
District. Thus, plarming for this project should be accomplished within the ETDM framework. 
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Memorandum 
SAl # FL200509061 486C 
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natural functions of the adjacent wetlands, floodplains and waterbodies. To that end, the 
Department requests that the draft environmental document include the following infonnation: 

Identify and describe significant natural resources, particularly wetland and water 
resources, within potentially affected areas and the functional connections between 
watershed ecosystems, water quality, wildlife habitat, estuarine habitat, fi sheries, etc. 

Identify how each proposed alternative will avoid and minimize natural resource impacts, 
maintain watershed functions and protect water quality. Minimization should emphasize 
avoidance-oriented corridor alignments; wetland fill reductions via steep or vertically 
retained side slopes; and median width reductions within safety limits. 

Evaluate potential direct, secondary and cumulative impacts that may occur to identified 
natural resources. The study should address the proposed corridor alignments and fully 
evaluate all environmental and economic impacts of any unavoidable wetland losses. 

Describe any mitigation concepts that may be proposed to offset unavoidable impacts to 
wetlands, water quality or other natural resources. 

Evaluate a "No Build" alternative. 

The Department further notes that it is unclear why this project did not go through the 
Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process. The ETDM process creates and 
fosters coordination between land use, transportation, and environmental resource planning 
through early, interactive agency involvement. The project, as proposed, appears to have 
progressed rapidly through preliminary decision-making phases "~thout resource agency 
consultation or involvement. The Department would strongly recommend immediate and 
continued coordination with state resource agencies to prevent potential disputes during 
subsequent phases of the project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Advance otification. We request that 
future draft environn1ental documents prepared for this project be forwarded to the State 
Clearinghouse for interagency review. Further evaluation(s) of the project will be conducted 
during the environmental documentation and permitting stages, and future consistency will be 
based in part on adequate consideration of comments offered in this and subsequent reviews. 
Please call Ms. Lindy B. McDowell at (850) 245-2167 if you have any questions or need 
additional information. 

cc: Barbara Ruth, Northwest District 
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TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

NORTiiWEST fLORJDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT 

MEMORANDUM 

Duncan Cairns, Chief, Bureau of Environmental Management and Planning 

Paul Thorpe, Section Director, Resource Planning 

October 4, 2005 

SUBJECT: Advance Notification, Gulf Coast Parkway, SAl# FL200509061486C 

The proposed action would provide for evaluation of alignment alternatives for a proposed new 
multi-lane facility coMecting U.S. 98 in Gulf County with U.S. 231 in Bay County. The 
evaluation will include identification of environmental analysis and documentation required in 
suppon of project development. 

The indicated route intersects the St. Andrew Bay and St. Joseph Bay watersheds, which are 
Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waters of the District. The area 
is characterized by an array of intercoMected upland, wetland, and aquatic habitats. The low­
intensity nature of the current land use in the area helps to protect water and habitat quality in 
wetlands and tributary streams that intersect the area, as well as within receiving estuarine waters. 

Given that the study area has extensive wetland, stream, and estuarine resources, development of 
a major new transponation corridor structure would have considerable potential for impacts on 
water and related resources. Analysis should identify and describe potential direct and secondary 
impacts to wetlands and other sensitive habitats, as well as and potential ofTsite impacts from 
nonpoint source pollution and hydrologic change. Given the potential for significant impacts, it is 
also recommended that alternative actions that would avoid or minimize impacts be considered 
and evaluated. 

Environmental documentation should include an analysis of potential cumulative impacts. This 
should incorporate proposed and reasonably foreseeable future impacts that could result from 
completion of the proposed corridor. In developing the analysis, the interactive and additive 
nature of wetland impacts, hydrologic change, land use change, stormwater runoff, and nonpomt 
source pollution should be identified and described. Additionally, due to their imponance for 
hydrologic and habttat functions, isolated wetlands should be included within the analysis, along 
with jurisdictional wetlands. 

For wetland impacts caused by Florida Depanment of Transponation road and highway 
construction, mitigation must be coordinated with the Nonhwest Florida Water Management 
District in accordance with Section 373.4137, Florida Statutes. Additionally, this project falls 
within the intent and process outlined by the Efficient Transponation Decision-Making (ETDM) 
Memorandum of Understanding signed in 200 I by 23 agencies, including the Federal Highway 
Administration, FOOT, Florida Oepanment of Environmental Protection (FDEP), and the 
District. Thus, plarming for this project should be accomplished within the ETDM framework. 
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STATE OF FLORIDA 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY AFFAIRS 
"Dedicated to making Florida a better place to call home• 

JEB BUSH -
Ms. Lauren Milligan 
Department of Environmental Protection 
Florida State Clearinghouse 
3900 Commonwealth Blvd., MS 47 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-2900 

RE: SAl #200509061486 

October 6, 2005 

TH.ADDEUS L. COHEN, AlA .._.,., 

RECEIVED 

OCT I 2 2005 

OIP /OLGA 

Project: 
Location: 

Gulf Coast Parkway Project Development and Environment (PO & E) Study 
Bay and Gulf Counties 

Dear Ms. Milligan: 

On September 8, 2005, the Department received the Florida Department of Transportation's 
(FOOT) Advance Notification Package regarding the Gulf Coast Parkway Project Development and 
Environment (PO & E) Study. This project involves the establishment of a new roadway that would 
connect US98 in Gulf County with US231 in Bay County. 

The Department has reviewed the submitted application package for consistency with the 
Bay and Gulf Counties Comprehensive Plans. Based on the information contained within the 
advance notification package, we determined that this project is not inconsistent with Florida Statutes 
or the goals, objectives and policies of the plan. However, this project is not currently addressed in 
the local government's comprehensive plan. The portion of the project begiruting in Gulf County 
lies within the Coastal High Hazard Area and is intended to provide an additional hurricane 
evacuation route for area residents. The roadway would also improve access to state roads in the 
region. Therefore, the project is consistent with Issue Area 20 of the Transportation Element of 
the Gulf County Comprehensive Plan which indicates that state transportation systems will be 
integrated into the County's Comprehensive Plan. However, according to State Policy 3 of the 
Coastal Management Element of the Gulf County Comprehensive Plan, the roadway 
improvement does not justify a need for increased density and intensity within the Coastal High 
Hazard Area. ln addition, a portion of this project improvement exists outside of the urban 
service boundaries of both counties. In order to maintain comprehensive plan consistency, the 
referenced portion of this roadway project should not be considered an impetus to encourage 
future development in the rural area. At this time, the project should not be advanced into the 
Departments' Five Year Work Program until each of the County comprehensive plans are 
amended to reflect the proposed roadway modification. 

2555 SHUMARD OAK BOULEVARD • TA L LAHASSEE , FLORIDA 32388·2100 
Phone: 850 . • 88 .8 <4 65/ Suncom 278. 8"66 FAX : 850 .921 .0781 / Suncom 291 .0781 

Internet address: htto · /lwww dca state f1 us 

CNTICAL ITAl1! COHCUUII A!LD Of'f'tl:t: 
21\180w.MM.._,..,, .,...212 -R.-= --- COMMUICT'I'P'LAH....O 

2:566~01111~ 
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Ms. Lauren Milligan 
October 6, 2005 
Page Two 

Department staff will be available to assist the local governments in amending the 
Transportation Elements of the Bay and Gulf Counties Comprehensive Plans in order to include this 
and other planned regional transportation projects. Please feel free to contact Susan Poplin at (850) 
922- I 82 I for assistance. 

VH/gd 

cc: Susan Poplin, DCA 
Gary Donaldson, DCA 

Sincerely, 

t~.~:;~{fA 
Director, Division of Community Planning 
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FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION 

RODNEY BARRETO 
ManU 

SANDRA T. KAUPE 
Palm Beacb 

H.A. "HERKY" HUFFMAN 
Enterpriee 

DAVID K. MEEHAN 
St. Peterabu.rg • KATHY BARCO 

Jacbonville 
RICHARD A. CORBETT 

Tampa 
BRIAN S. YABLONSKI 

Tallaha.ooee 

KENSETH D. HADDAD, Ex.cunve IhNctot' 
VICTOR J. HELLER. ANiltant EJ:ecut1ve ~ 

Ms. Lauren Milligan, Clearinghouse Coordinator 
Florida State Clearinghouse 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 4 7 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000 

Dear Ms. Milligan: 

MARY ANN POOLE. DlRECTOR 
OPFICE OP POUCY A..''D STAKEHOLDER COORDINATION 

October 2 1, 2005 

<M0>438"6661 TDO (M())488·9M2 
FAX(8.&0)9Z2:·:16i 9 

RECEIVED 

OCT 2 5 2005 

OIP / OLGA 

Re: SAl #FL200509061486C, Florida 
Department of Transportation, Advance 
Notification and PD&E Study- Gulf Coast 
Parkway PD&E Study, US 231 to US 98, 
Gulf and Bay Counties 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific Services 
Section, of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) has coordinated 
agency review of the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) Advance Notification- Gulf 
Coast Parkway PD&E Study, US 231 to US 98 project, and provides the following comments 
and recommendations in accordance with the Coastal Zone Management Act/Florida Coastal 
Management Program (15 CFR 930 Subpart F) and the National Environmental Policy Act. 

Project Description 

A Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study has been itlltiated to evaluate the 
engineering and environmental needs necessary to detertnine a desirable roadway location in the 
corridor that has been identified. The proposed Gulf Coast Parkway would be a new multi-lane 
facility that would connect US 98 in Gulf County to US 231 in Bay County near Bayou George, 
a distance of approximately 35 miles. The roadway would start in the south using the existing 
County Road (CR) 386 alignment for five miles. Approximately I I miles would be new 
roadway from CR 386 crossing over Wetappo Creek and extending north to SR 22. The 
roadway extends west along SR 22 for 6.9 miles then continues north approximately 3.6 miles to 
US 231 along North Star Avenue. Three possible options for connecting to US 231 have been 
provided - North Option I, North Option 2, and the Tram Option. The request to conduct a 
feasibility study for this project was previously reviewed and commented on in 2002 (SAl 
#FL200207252482C). The stated need for the project is to provide additional traffic capacity, 

620 South M•ndan Snwt • Tallahaute • FL • 32399·1600 
Visit MyfWC.com 



H-24 
 

 

 

 

  

Ms. Lauren Milligan 
October 21, 2005 
Page2 

improve access to state roads, provide an improved freight corridor and economic stimulus for 
the region, provide an alternative route around Tyndall Air Force base, and an additional 
hurricane evacuation route. 

Potentially Affected Resources 

An initial screening of fish and wildlife habitat GIS data layers and project maps shows that the 
corridors are characterized by diverse upland and wetland plant communities. These 
communities include coastal strand, coastal saltmarsh, sandhill, xeric oak scrub, upland 
hardwood hammocks and forest, pinelands, shrub and brushlands, hardwood swamp, shrub 
swamp, bay swamp, cypress swamp, freshwater marsh, and freshwater ponds and streams. The 
identified corridor has the potential to affect several significant natural areas--Bear Swamp, 
Panther Swamp, and Wetappo Creek. Portions of the Bear Creek Florida Forever land 
acquisition project are also within the boundaries of the proposed road corridors. 

The advanced notification document contains an extensive listing of the rare and imperiled plant 
and animal species that may occur within the project corridors. Wildlife species that are known 
to occur in the corridor area that are of elevated concern are bald eagle (Haliaeetus 
leucocephalus, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS)IFL-Threatened (T)), Panama City 
crayfish (Procambants econfinae, FL-Species of Special Concern [SSC)), natwoods salamander 
(Ambystoma cingula/lim, USFWS-T, FL-SSC), red-cockaded woodpecker (Picoides borealis, 
USFWS-Endangered [E), FL-SSC), Florida black bear ( Ursus america/IllS jloridanus, FL-T), 
gopher tortoise (Gophems polyphemus, FL-SSC), gopher frog (Rana capita, FL-SSC), eastern 
indigo snake (Drymarclton cora is couperi, USFWSIFL-T), tricolored heron (Egrel/a tricolor, 
FL-SSC), and lillie blue heron (Egrella caenliea, FL-SSC). Listed plants include white birds-in­
a-nest (Macbridea alba, USFWS-T, FL-E), and Godfrey's butterwort (Pinguicula ionamha, 
USFWS-T, FL-E). Although the FWC does not have authority over plant life, we add this 
information to highlight the quality of the area for natural resources. 

A site inspection was made October 7, 2005, along the recommended corridor and the northern 
options. The recommended corridor follows the existing natural gas pipeline right-of-way 
(ROW) for much of the distance between SR 22 and CR 389. The giant water-dropwort 
(Oxypolis greenmanii, FL-E) was found along the recommended corridor near Alligator Creek, 
close to sites previously reported by the Florida Natural Areas tnventory (FNAI). The 
recommended corridor also goes through two ofFNAJ's "21 most imperiled plant species areas" 
-the Sandy Creek and Wetappo Creek areas. Along SR 22 are known localities for the federally 
endangered white birds-in-a-nest and Godfrey's butlerwort. Within the corridor are also many 
known occurrences of state-listed plant species. There are also an estimated 8,600 acres of 
wetlands within the corridor based upon the National Wetland [nventory information. Over half 
of these wetlands have been identified as important to one to three wetland-dependent animal 
species. Additional acreage has been identified as important for four to six wetland-dependent 
animal species. 
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Potential Effects of the Proposal 

The recommended corridor and several of the options in the north go through the last stronghold 
and major population area of the Panama City crayfish. North Option I goes through the 
"Panama City Crayfish Conservation Unit/Area" that is being negotiated with the St. Joe 
Company. North Option 2 has less of an impact on the area, but would need to be shifted east to 
avoid major portions of the crayfish's habitat. All options and the recommended corridor would 
result in fragmentation and loss of crayfish habitat. The species only occurs in Bay County, in 
and around the Panama City area. 

The recommended corridor and associated study area occur within the primary range of the 
Apalachicola population of the Florida black bear. Work conducted by the USFWS and FWC 
indicate that bears move between Eglin Air Force Base and the Apalachicola National Forest 
near the recommended corridor and the greater study area (pers.com. FWC Biologist Dr. Robert 
Kawula). The recommended corridor and options transect substantial bear habitat, some of 
which is currently roadless. Female bear presence is documented in and around the road corridor 
and larger study area (pers.com. FWC Biologist Stephanie Simek). All options would transect 
areas where there is documented presence of reproducing female bears; however, Option 2 
appears to use an existing roadway, which would reduce the direct loss of habitat. During the 
site inspection, bear sign was observed along the corridor between SR 22 and CR 386. 
Expansion of the existing roadways and the creation of new roadway would result in potential 
fragmentation, habitat isolation, and direct loss of significant bear habitat that has been evaluated 
and is designated by our agency as primary bear range. Roadkills previously documented by our 
agency are high along portions of Star Avenue, SR22, and CR386, and would be expected to 
increase with expansion of these roadways and would also likely be high along the new roadway. 
Therefore, regional habitat connectivity for the bear is an important issue. 

Flatwoods salamanders were historically found along CR 386 along the recommended corridor. 
Typically, adults live dispersed within upland pinelands and migrate to suitable ephemeral 
breeding ponds from October through January. The larvae can be found at the breeding sites 
from December through February. Construction of a new road that bisects the migration route 
would create a formidable barrier to normal and necessary movement, and significant mortality 
can be expected (pers.com. FWC Biologist Dr. John Himes). While one of the historic collection 
sites has been substantially altered and probably no longer supports salamanders, if extant 
populations of salamanders occur elsewhere in the corridor, it is likely that construction of the 
Gulf Coast Parkway may have major negative impacts on this species. There is a critical need to 
conduct surveys for the salamanders in the proposed corridor area and in the Wetappo Creek 
basin in order to develop a sound plan for impact avoidance, minimization, or mitigation. 

Several red-cockaded woodpecker colonies are known in the area of the proposed roadway. 
Currently there is a program to help establish more red-cockaded woodpecker breeding pairs in 
the Lathrop Bayou and Wetappo Creek area. A new roadway through this area would bisect the 
two colonies. If built in this area, the proposed roadway would further fragment the habitat, 
isolate the colonies, and reduce the likelihood of re-establishment of historic colony interactions 
in their former foraging and breeding habitat areas. In addition, prescribed burning to maintain 
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an appropriate open groundcover may be difficult due to the potential liability of smoke drift 
onto the new highway. 

Active bald eagle nests currently occur in the Sandy Creek and Lathrop Bayou areas. Proposed 
road corridors have the potential to disrupt nesting of this species. The USFWS has specific 
habitat management guidelines that should be followed, and coordination with the USFWS and 
the FWC should continue. 

Concerns and Recommendations 

The proposed "study area" for the project is a narrow corridor that was determined from various 
analyses contained in the feasibility study. While we have obtained a copy of the feasibility 
study from the contractor, it has not been officially submitted or undergone a formal review and 
comment by the state or federal agencies. It appears that the alignment has been narrowed to the 
selected corridor contained in the notice without the benefit of careful evaluation of the 
environmental impacts and necessary mitigation needed for evaluation of other possible 
alignment corridors. On highway projects that are federally funded, detailed study and 
appropriate consideration of alternative alignments is required under the provisions of the 
National Environmental Policy Act. We recommend that the proposed PD&E study re-evaluate 
the various alignments contained in the feasibility study to recommend a new preferred corridor 
instead of focusing on the "recommended corridor and northern and southern options" contained 
in the Advanced Notification document. 

Permits may be required from FWC for impacts to various listed species. This information was 
not included in the Advanced Notification document under the "Permits Required" section. 
During the October 7, 2005, site inspection, no gopher tortoise burrows were observed; however 
in the more open, drier areas gopher tortoises and their associated commensal species may occur. 
We recommend that surveys be conducted for all listed species following approved protocols, 
and that the contractors contact FWC staff for survey protocols and recommended survey 
periods. FNAI can also provide assistance for the survey protocols for many of the listed plant 
species. 

We recommend that a bear population survey (e.g., DNA hair sample survey) be conducted 
within and adjacent to the area surrounded by CR 20 to the north, CR 386 to the south, US 98 to 
the west, and SR 71 to the east. In addition, a bear movement survey along US 231, CR 386, 
Star Avenue, John Pitts Road, and SR 22, should be conducted. The study area bas a high 
density of bears, but we do not know if it is a distinct population. The FWC has not conducted a 
formal population and movement survey in the area; however, principal roadkill areas have been 
identified on US 231, CR 386, Star Avenue, John Pitts Road, SR 22, US 98, and SR 71. Smith 
(2003) identified similar roadkiU areas as do our data. We also recommend that a study be 
initiated and funded in addition to those listed above to determine potential locations of wildlife 
underpasses and implementation of other conservation measures on existing and proposed 
roadways. 
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The proposed corridors would affect the Panama City crayfish and its habitat unless the road is 
moved east. If the road is moved east, surveys for the crayfish would need to be completed to 
document any occurrences and the extent of any impacts. However, under the current proposal, 
permits would be required for the take of the species. Also, because FDOT is not party to the 
Panama City Crayfish Conservation Unit/Area agreement, additional mitigation areas would 
need to be found. The potential impacts from the proposed Gulf Coast Parkway will be 
considered when the Panama City Crayfish Biological Review Panel meets on November 1 to 
evaluate the crayfish's current and future population status, and decides its level of imperilment 
according to the new FWC listing protocol (to follow International Union for the Conservation of 
Nature and Natural Resources guidelines and listing criteria). 

The recommended corridor is also very close to an existing parcel that is enrolled in the federally 
funded Landowner Incentive Program (LIP). Corridor E, as shown in the feasibility report, goes 
through this parcel. The goal of the LIP is to assist private landowners with enhancement of 
habitat conditions for fish and wildlife with emphasis on improving habitat conditions for listed 
species or species at risk. We recommend all configurations and alignments provide for 
adequate buffers around LIP parcels. 

The study area contains a diverse suite of quality wetland and upland habitats. The PD&E study 
should seek to avoid or minimize impacts to important habitat and fish and wildlife resources in 
the study area. Bridging wetlands, and longer bridges over streams and floodplains can serve to 
minimize impacts to wetlands and habitat connectivity. Mitigation may be required for wetland 
and upland habitat impacts that cannot be avoided. Proposed mitigation sites, as specified by 
Chapter 373.4137, Florida Statute, should be functionally equivalent and as productive as the 
wetlands and upland habitats that are impacted by the road. Land acquisition or habitat 
restoration adjacent to existing public J'ands in the immediate area or acquisition of tracts in the 
proposed Bear Creek Florida Forever project may be a good option. St. Joe Company is 
expected to complete a survey of the area as part of their requirements under the RGP/EMA (see 
June 2005 Wilson Miller memo). It is not clear if the St. Joe Company, FDOT, or Opportunity 
Florida would be responsible for wetland surveys for this project. Further, it is not clear who 
would be responsible for conducting the mitigation work since FDOT District 3 has indicated 
that this is not a state initiated project (pers.com. Ms. Blair Martin, FDOT-District3, 9119105). 
These issues need to be resolved and documented as part of an Environmental Impact Statement 
(ElS) and the PD&E study. 

The recommended corridor crosses the Gulf Intercoastal Waterway (GIWW) maintained by the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE). The COE has an active GfWW disposal site adjacent to 
CR 386 as it crosses the GfWW. Any expansion of the existing bridge or siting of a new bridge 
could cause potential encroachment upon the permitted disposal site. Any expansion of the 
bridge or consideration for a new bridge should be to the west of the existing CR 386 bridge. 

While we understand the need to provide adequate transportation systems within a growing area, 
the road construction project would result in the direct loss of upland and wetland habitat that 
supports listed wildlife species. Improved access may also result in substantial secondary 
impacts from residential and commercial development in an area that is relatively rural and 
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undeveloped. The secondary impacts could further result in habitat loss and encourage 
development in the high hazard coastal zone. A portion of the corridor could affect lands 
designated by Bay County as "conservation areas" as documented in the feasibility report. This 
appears to be a conflict in the purpose of the proposed roadway and Bay County's land use 
designation. 

Due to the potential for controversy, impacts to public resources, potential alteration to the 
natural and human environment, and to detennine whether the construction of the road is in the 
public interest, this project may require an Environmental Impact Statement since federal 
funding is expected to be used. We recommend that an Environmental Technical Advisory 
Team (ET AT) composed of both state and federal agencies be established to coordinate and 
provide technical assistance to FOOT. The ETA T would collaborate with FOOT on alignments 
and road designs that will protect and conserve fish and wildlife resources, protect publicly 
owned lands, and ensure that the project is consistent with agency statutes, rules, plans, and 
goals. 

Summary 

During the PD&E study, potential alignments should address impacts to listed species, habitat 
loss and fragmentation, and focus on alignments or other transportation routes which avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate impacts to fish and wildlife resources and their habitat. An option which 
would have far less impact to natural resources would be to improve the existing highway 
network to satisfy the transportation need. We highly recommend that FOOT establish an 
interagency team comprised of both federal and state agencies to discuss and clarify the overall 
environmental issues before further planning and road design occurs. We are concerned that 
corridor selection has occurred without interagency review and comment. Continued 
development of plans and designs without close coordination or involvement of these agencies 
may result in difficulties permitting the project. 

The funding for the Gulf Coast Parkway PD&E Study is detennined to be consistent with our 
authorities (Chapters 370 and 372, Florida Statutes) under the Florida Coastal Management 
Program. While this phase of the project is found to be consistent, there are substantial fish and 
wildlife and habitat issues that will need to be addressed before the next phase of the project can 
proceed. We would prefer to avoid difficult situations at the final stages of a project when they 
could be identified and addressed early in the process. 

If you or your staff would like to coordinate further on the recommendations contained in this 
report, please contact me at 850-488-6661, or email me at marvann.poole@MyFWC.com, and I 
will be glad to help make the necessary arrangements. If your staff has any specific questions 
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regarding our comments, I encourage them to contact Mr. Arlo Kane at our office in Panama 
City (850-265-3677; email arlo.kane@myfwc.com). 

map/jm/tsh 
ENV 1-3-2 
u:llnlci.wallace\FL200509061486C 
cc: Gail Carmody, USFWS-PC 

Blair Martin, FOOT-District 3 

Reference cited: 

Sincerely, 

Mary Ann Poole, Director 
Office of Policy and Stakeholder Coord. 

Smith, Daniel. 2003. Ecological efTects of roads: theory, analysis, management, and planning 
considerations. Dissertation, University of Florida, Gainesville, Florida. 
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SAl# Project Descrip1ion RPCII 
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Development Services Department . , 
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(850) 784-4024 FAX (850) 91L O"------- tV!. 

september 28, 2005 

. MS. Terry Joseph 
West Florida Regional Planning Council 
PO Box9759 
PensacOla, Fl 32513-9759 

RE: Gulf coast Parkway Proposal SAI#Fll00509061486C 

Dear Ms. Joseph: 

I am wr~ing in response to the a~ed proposal. While I understand the need 
for the proposed pali<way, I do have some concerns <Ne< the impacts to the locaJy 
signif~eant natural reso\lroes and surrounding ecosystems. The proposed pali<way will 
Impact areas that serve as some of the last remaining foraging grounds in F1or1da for 
specieS sud> as the F1or1da Black Bear and the Red-a>d<aded Woodpecker (RCW). 'These 
species may have extensive foraging termories. In addition, Wettappo Creek Is one of 
only two doCumented RCW population s~ in Bay and Gulf Counties. Any attempb to 
restore the pOpulations in this area may be affected by the project. Although the 
propasal indudes minimization of habitat impact, the seoondary impacts of traf'llc and 
noise are unavoidable. I am partlculariy concemed with the Wettappa Creek crossing 
and locations south of Highway 22 because of the relatively Ll1developed nature of those 
areas. other Impacts sud> as vehicle-caused mortal~, particularly of the Gopher 
tortoise and Florida Black Bear will require special attention in order to be minimized. The 
liSt of pOSSible threatened and elldangered specieS, and the habitat that supportS them, 
iS extensive for this project. The long-tenm Impacts of the pali<way on these sensitive 
ecosystems and rare organisms should be given special attention in the planning phase 
of this project. 

I f you have any questions or oomments concerning this matter, please do not hesitate ID 
contact me at (850) 784-4024. 

~__:_,_/ 
Summer Waters 
Natural Resource P"'nner 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION • 

Mr. Ernest Ladkani 
Government Agency Liaison 
PBS&J 
1901 Commonwealth Boulevard 
Tallahassee. FL 32303 

Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway 

Dear Mr. l..adkani: 

ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER 
61 FORSYTH STREET 

ATLANTA. GEORGIA 30303-8960 

January 10, 2006 

The Environmental Protection Agency Region 4 (EPA) is responding to your recent 
notice of a scoping meeting to initiate the Project Development phase for the subject project. 
According to your letter and the prior Advance Notification from the Aorida Department of 
Transportation, Opportunity Aorida, a regional economic development group, proposes to 
construct a new roadway approximately 30..35 miles long, partially or completely on new 
alignment within Bay and Gulf Counties, Aorida. Although EPA was unable to attend the 
November 29 "Kick-off Meeting" we wish to be involved in the environmental review process 
for this project. 

This project wo uld be a large undertaking in a relatively undeveloped area of the Aorida 
Panhandle that possesses a rich diversity of natural habitat; accordingly, the level of effort on the 
environmental review should fully consider all potentially affected resources. We note that a 
Federal EIS will be prepared. EPA has the following comments on the scope of the 
environmental review. 

Need for the Project 

One identified need is to bypass the section of US 98 through Tyndall AFB when base 
security dictates. There should be documentation of the number of US 98 closures that have 
occurred in recent times, and a projection by the Air Force of likely frequency of future closures. 
Much of the need for a project is demonstrated in the travel demand projections. It wo uld be 
beneficial to provide available FLDOT traffic data for all existing roads within the area, and 
results of any studies of future demand for those roads and for a new alignment roadway. 

Your communication indicates that the project would be phased meaning that some of it 
would be constructed at a later time to avoid full capital outlay, now. It is unclear what is meant 
by this being a near term action. Are improvements to SR 22 and SR 386 and continued use of 
these roadways not a part of the final project? EPA encourages the utilization of existing 
roadways in the final project and at a minimum, the consideration of present roadways in the 
alternatives to be studied in detail. 

lntemel Address (URL) • http://'Nww.epa.gov 
~y~.cycla~ • PM*I-'h Vegeutl6e OIBaMd lnb on Recydld Pllpel' (MinlrWTI30% ~ 
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Alternatives Development 

There should be careful deliberation of the geographic extent of the study within which 
alternatives would be developed. The area should be large enough to allow consideration of a 
full range of alternatives. The widening of US 98, the employment of State Roads 71 and 22, 
and an array of potential new alignments within the area should be considered alternatives. The 
project should be anchored by logical termini, and not some points along an existing roadway 
where present widening projects stopped. Limiting consideration to a Yl mile wide corridor, as 
indicated in the meeting announcement, appears to be inappropriate. 

ext in imponance in the alternatives analysis is how traffic could be managed along the 
roadway. Several degrees of limiting access should be considered. Access control could serve 
to steer development away from high value wildlife habitat, and it helps to minimize road 
intersection congestion and maintain the level of service and safety with the passage of time. 

The analysis needs to be done so that all alternatives are considered with use of the same 
data sets and scale. Not only should there be quantitative data but data on the quality of the 
resources present. If there are data on the status and trends of various resources they too, should 
be input to the environmental analysis. It would be beneficial to present the list of data and other 
information (with brief descriptions) to be gathered and considered and to seek agency 
concurrence with the list. The State and local governmental agencies have the best knowledge of 
the local area and could then indicate whether the data are the most appropriate. 

Environmental Effects 

The project area has numerous high value natural habitats according to wildlife resource 
agencies and some areas are documented on the University of Aorida's Environmental Screening 
Tool. Resident and migratory species utilize the area extensively and the analysis should 
therefore consider the requirements of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act in addition to the other 
wildlife habitat concerns mentioned in the AN. EPA is also aware of the relatively recent 
attraction of this area for residential and commercial development. Perhaps most imponant of 
the analyses for the EIS will be that to define the indirccH:umulative impacts (ICI). This project 
potentially would lead to significant changes in natural areas. There are various methodologies 
available for performing this analysis. One that has been used is to compare the study area to 
other areas that have experienced considerable growth and development. If local governments 
have considered what is known as "Sman Growth" then that could be an appropriate 
methodology to follow as a basis for the ICI analysis or as an approach for locating development 
and for addressing mitigation for impacts to natural areas. The future land use plans of local 
governments should be provided in the documentation as should any wi ldlife management and 
protection plans of Federal, State or local governments. 

While the environmenta l impact of future development is imponant for analysis as pan 
of an indirect and cumulative analysis, the documentation and consideration of direct effects on 
existing towns and communities needs to be carefully considered. Florida has many areas where 
large scale multi-use development has occurred and this can adversely impact business in long-
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established centers of commerce. Some of the small towns have a predominantly minority or 
low income population so the need to do an environmental justice evaluation should be assessed. 

Land cover and other characteristics need documentation. There is reference only to the 
designated "VE Zone" in the Floodplains section. Recent hurricane events and resulting damage 
would indicate the importance of avoiding all FEMA flood prone zones through and including 
the least prone (X-500) flood zone. Presence of various vegetative land cover within possible 
rights of way should also be quantified for all alternative corridors to be considered in detail. 

In summary, EPA considers this proposed project one that should have considerable 
interagency and public input regarding the scope of the environmental analysis. EPA wishes to 
be kept advised of the opportunities for such input. Mr Ted Bisterfeld will be EPA's primary 
point of contact. He can be reached at telephone number 404/562-9621 and at 
bisterfeld.ted@epa.gov. 

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief 
NEPA Program Office 
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U.S. Fish a11d Wildlife Service 
Pmwma City Field Office 

1601 Balboa Ave. 
Pa11ama City, FL 31405 

Tel: 8501769-0551 
Fax: 8501763-2177 

Date· _,_,l_t_a_l_o_s _______ _ 

From: __ '"'_o.._~....:..L-~===ll-"'-'..:._ _____________ _ 

No. Pae>es ro Follow: __ ,_co ____ _ 

Nature is not only more complex than we think. 
it is more complex than we can think. . Frank l"glu 

ia!OOl 
'0 -:JVJ ':::» l.!:i .. IO!J 
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11 118 10~ FRI 14 : 23 F.U 8~0 7832177 r .s . Fish and •udute 

United States Department of the Interior 

Ms. Blair Martin, PE. 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Fl<ld otr ... 

l6flBalbooA>t,.. 

PtNim.:~ C111, n . J24t>lnr 

Tel: (850) 769-0552 
Fax: (850) 763-2177 

November 18, 2005 

Assi!'Uillt Environmental Management Engineer 

Florida Department of Transportation 
P.O. Box 607 
Chipley, Florida 32428-0607 

Dear Ms. Manin: 

Re: Gulf Coast Parl.:way 
US 98 (Gulf County) to US 231 (Ba) O>urt)) 
Advance Notification - PD&E Stud) 

FWS # 4-P-02-164 
FPID No. 410981-2-28-01 
Bay and Gulf Counties 

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is providing comments in response to tbe A11gust ~ 4 

200~, Advance Notification for the nbov~refereoced project. Our report is submitte J ii 

accordance with provisions oftbe Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401 , 'IS am• nded; 

16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) and the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended ( 16 U.S C. 1511 ct. 

seq.) (ESA). A copy of our previous correspondence dated June 28, 2002, and October 17, 2002, 

regarding this project is enclosed. 

As directed under tbe Transportation Equity Act for the 2 J" Century (1-&-21), earl) f~HCD< y 

input is integral to streamlining. aud assures that environmental, social, and culturul ._orstr. wns 

receive due consideration during project planning and development. Provisions em~.ha!.izi lf the 

unportance of ineluding wildlife conservation early in planning are part oftbe Safe, . a.cc:ou liable, 

Flexible, Efficient TraDsportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETF..A-LU), ;ig.Jed into 

Jaw August 10,2005. The following comments are to assist you in identifYing the rr uny 

potential environmental effects of the proposed Gulf Coast Parkway. We hope that I .eo.e 

concerns will be fully ad~ during project planning and result in a transportatio 1 p "'j< ct 

whirh exemplifies environmental Stewardship. 

The proposed GulfCo:lst Parkway is a new, multi-lane facility that would connect t S !•8 

90utbeast of Mexico Beach in Gulf County to US 231 near Star Avenue in Bay Cowty. Plo:ect 

lenith would be approximately 35 miles. A Project Development nnd Environment (PI>& ~ 
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Study is being initiated to determine a recommeoded alignment and its ecooomic, envirorur ental, 

and engineering feasibility within a preferred corridor. The preferred corridor was cb(IS(n t a::ed 

on a January 2004 Corridor Feasibility Study. Natural resource and permitting agenc "" ba• e not 

pro,~ded comment on the corridor study. Tbe applicant's preferred rorridor extends : or fiv : 

miles along CR 386 and crosses the Intracoastal Waterway at Overslreet. It extends r .on hv. :n 
from Overstreet for 11 miles, crossing Wetappo Creek and extending oortb to SR 22. It rur s 

west along SR 22 for6.9 miles, and then turns northwest for 3.6 miles to North Star Avtnu :. It 

continues west near Tram Road for two miles to connect with US 98. Option I to rom.cct • vith 

US 231 .rould travel along North Star Avenue for 4 miles. Option 2 would extend on n.:w 

roadway to an intersection with US 231 near CR 2321 and CR 390. The project locai o11 m 'f' 

sho\\s two connection options to US 98 in Gulf County; these options are not discUS>...! in •IJt: 

Advnoce Notification, therefore no comments are provided. 

Threatened and Endangered Soecies 
Current lists of threatened. endangered, and other species ofcom:em fur Bay and Oulf omrti:lS 

are enclosed. The Endangered Species Act requires you to consider l!U effects when iet!m.iniog 

if an action funded, permitted, or carried out by a Federal agency may affect listed sp::ci'-'S. 

Effe<.1s you must consider inclode direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. EJiects in<:IU<Ie 1 h11se 

caused by interrelated and interdependent actions, not just the proposed action. Diro:t effi> :t:; are 

those caused by the action and occur at the same time and place as the action. Indireo:t cffe:t:: are 

caused by the action and are later in time but are reasonably certain to occur, such as secoo.lary 

gro" th into a previously undeveloped area. Interrelated actions are part of a larger a•:tion a od 

depend on the larger action for their justification. Interdependent actioos have no sipifica ll 

independent utility apart from the action no.der consideration. Cumulative effects an th= 

effects of future Stnte or private activities, oot involving Federal activities, which are re:ISO lfbly 

certain to occur within the action area of the Fedezal action subject to consultation. ~;ec,>n< ruy 

and cumulative effects may extend beyond the corridor study area, and the scope of impact may 

vary depending on the resource being assessed. The following federally protected speci!S :IIlli 

species of managemeot concern are kno"'n to oocur proximate to your proposed proj:ct lr 

addition to know.n oc:cuneoces, protected species may be found wbeiCver suitable habi.Lll i,. 

present 

Red-codauled Woodpecker 
Populations of the endangered red<ackaded woodpecker (RCW) (Picoides borealis; occw c n 

both the Wetappo Creek Conservation Area (1,520 acres) on SR 22 in Gulf County rnd tlK 

Lathrop Bayou Tract (539 acres) oo East Bay in Bay County. These populations rep-escnt the 

only known RCW populations in .Bay and Gulf counties. A location map is enclosec1• ' "be 

conservation parcels are managed collectively by the St Joe Company, Bureau of und 

Milllllgement (BLM), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Florida Fish and Wildlife Con ,er'Biiotl 

Commission (FWC), and Genecov Group as part of a Land Stewardship Memomndl1111 of 

Understanding (MOU). Current initiatives underway include the translocation of ju>•en[Je :t<::Ws 

onto the tracts to enhance the populations, financial grants, and improved babitat managen eat for 

overall increased biodiversity of native species. We have as a long-term goal to pro·,-i&: sc me 

habitat connectivity between the two populations to increase their long-term vhbili~ ·, altb .ugh 

this task is not a priority in the RCW recovery plan. Management ofRCW babirat ~:quire . 
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management of the understory primarily by prescribed lire. We are concemed that th• p.Jtk N"IY 

could potentially impact land managers' efforts to prescribe bum due to smoke maoa.:emenl 
concerns. Removal of lire will be detrimental to the S}"Stem as a whole, especially fo; rare 1 •lmts 
andRCWs. 

Since suitable habitat for RCW may occur along the road alignment, surveys should he 
conducted within the area to determine if suitable nesting or foraging habitat may be tfft>etE d 

Swtable nesting habitat is defined as pine, pinclbardwood, and hardwood/pine stands thut c >r tain 
pines 60 years in age or older. Swtable foraging habitat is defined as a pine or pinellumlwo xl 
stand of forest, woodland, or savannah in which 50 percent or more oftbe dominant 1recs a e 

pines and the dominant pine trees are generally 30 years in age or older. If no suitabl : ();sti llll or 
foraging habilat is present within the project impact area, funher assessmeo1 is unnecessary lt:ld a 

"no dfect" de!errnination is appropriate. If no suitable nesting habitat is present within 1he 

project impact area, but suitable foraging habitst is present and will be impacted. pokntia! l iS! of 
this foraging habitat by groups outside the project boundaries must be determined. This is , lone 

by ideotifying any potential nesting habilat within 05 mile of the suitable fornging hE bitlt t 1ct 

would be impacted by the project. Any potential ()esling habitat is then surveyed for ca' ity nees. 
If oo active clusters are fouod, then a "no effect" determination is appropriate. If oo: 01 m ue 
active clusters are fmmd, a foraging habitat analysis is conducted to determine whether !-Ufiicient 
amounts of foraging habitat will remain for each group post-project. More detail on t tc RC w 
$Urvey protocol is avaihtble in Appendix 4 of the recovery plan for the red-eockaded 

woodpeclker. 

Panama City Crayfish 
The state-protected Panama City crayfish (Procambarus econjinM) (PCC) is known :mly fio:n a 
portion of Bay County in and around Panama City, Florida. Loss and degradation of pir.e 
tlat\\"OOds habitat bas reduced crayfish occurrences to include highly altered settings, suo:b ' s 
roadside ditches, s\vales, and power line rigbts-of-w11y where appropriate soil type atd hbi tat 

chamcteristics persist The primary concentration area remaining for the PCC is on rovate 
property along the w-est side of Star Avenue from SR22to US 231. Amapofkoowt PX 

occurrences is enclosed. All proposed tie-in alignments for the Gulf Coast Pad:way :Tum Road, 
Option I, and Option 2) could significantly impact the Panama City crayfish and its l.abitat 

The PCC bas been listed by the State as a Species of Special Concern since 1989. n ,e FW C is 
currently under petition to review its listing status wbicb is to be determined by June 20)6. 
Potential impacts to the PCC from the proposed parkway are being considered as pa1 t of th : new 

listiJ!g protocoL Out of concern that continued habitat alteration could require listint: oJ tho • l'CC 
uoder the Federal Endangered Species Act, the Service and FWC be&an worlcing in ~ 00 3 u Vl-ard 
establishing a candidate conservation agreement with assur.mces (CCAA) with propt:rt) o' 'llers 
to address the species' conservation needs. Information on the Service's CCAA policy IS 

enclosed. 

Other alternative alignments to tie in to US 231 and US 98 should be considered ifpractia ble. 
To reduce the extent of threat posed by the parkway and help address theeonservaticn reols of 
the PCC, we strongly recommend that both the FOOT and Opportunity Florida partie ip:~e n the 
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CCCA process currently underway. Participation may streamline coordination for anod~er F:)()T 
project which may impact the PCC- the ~ix-laning ofSR 390 from SR 77 to 23nl Sll-..:1, 
currently in the design phase. 

Flatwoods Salamander 
A recent breeding site (after 1990) for tlte ~tened flatwoods salamander (Ambyst< nur 
cingulatum) bas been recorded near Overstreet in Gulf County. Additional suitable habitat may 
be present in the project corridor. Areas "1\~tlt a mosaic of isolated, seasonally ponde I \\etl. tnds 
and upland habitat are well suited for tlte flatwoods salamander which uses ponded \!ell !WI Is for 
breeding aod spends tlte rest of its adult life in adjacent uplands. The flatwoods salamaude r i ives 
underground in burrows for most of tlte year, except during tlte breeding season. Th:relbn, tlte 
effects of tlte proposed aligmnent on flatwoods salamander habitat should be assesse:i ratln than 
effects on tlte salamander itself. A Habitat Evaluation Model was developed by HDR 
Engineering in conjunction with the FOOT District 3 and tlte Service for use on tran·.portaJ icn 
projects. We recommend using a habitat evaluation model to identi!Y and evaluate s.lltllblc 
habitat for the flatwoods salamander. 

Bald Eagle 
Bald eagles (Haltaeerus leucocephalus) are known to occur in the srudy area. Other project 
reviews in Bay and Gulf counties, coupled witlt annual aerial nesting surveys, and anecdot I 
reports and observations lead us to believe that tlte bald eagle populations in these cc unies are 
expanding. Therefore we believe that there is potential for bald eagle nests to exist ,,jtJii.n :be 
study area. The likelihood for a nest to be encountered is greater in proximity to water (Ea ;t Bay, 
Wetappo Creek, Latltrop Bayou, Sandy Creek, Cook Bayou, and Callaway Bayou) bort ma) occur 
up to several miles inland. We recommend surveying for eagle nests witltin 1,500 feet nf a n:r 
proposed alignment We recommend surveys take place early in the planning period . lho ~ to 
avoid delays in project implementation. we recommend tltat surveys take place again withi J•Jne 
year prior to construction activities. In order to verifY tlte activity of any nests, we rccomm end 
that surveys take place during tlte bald eagle nesting season (October 1 - May 15). 

Rare Plants 
Federally protected plants are known to occur in the corridor area. A disjunct populution of tlte 
endangered Harper's beauty (Harperocallisjlava) bas been identified in Bay County north oi'SR 
22 and is proximate or witltin 1he proposed route. Surveys for tltis species must take plnce ii:. 
May when tlte plant is in flower. Although distwbed by planted slash pine, Oliver Creek a oag 
SR 22 has historic occurren<:es oftlte threatened white birds-in-a-nest (Macbriclea alba). 
Potential listed plants in this area include Harper's beauty, tbe threatened Godfrey's but:en<(lft 
(Pinguicula ionantha), and tlte endangered Florida skullcap (Scutellariaj/oridana). Fie rid 1 

skullcap may also occur in wet pine flatwoods, grassy margins of cypress stringers, and in 
transition zones between flatwoods and wetlands. Other listed plants which may O<Xur in t~t: 
corridor are telephus spurge (Eupharbia te/ephioides) which usually occurs witltin 4 mi.es Jf tbe 
Gulf of Mexico, and Chapman's rhododeodron (Rhododendron clu:rpmanii) in Gulf Cot~nl) . 

The Panama City Field Office has identified the top five plant species at risk for the Florid 1 

par!handle. The species on tltis list require additional status review to determine if tt ey wa :r.mt 
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protection under the ESA. Two of these species are found in the Sandy Creek Bogs: the da ·k­

beadc:d batpin (Eriocaulon nigrobracteanon) and pinewoods aster (Eurybia spln11losr..s). 

Pinewoods aster can be located in mesic to wet pine flatwoods, or savannas as welllt' se.:po gr: 

slopes. We encourage conservation of these species so thai an ESA listing would not be 

necessary. Addressing the needs of the species before regulatory restrictions associat.:d wi~ 1 

listed species come into play often allows greater management flexibility to stabilize lr restne 

these species and their habitats. Ideally sufficient threats can be removed to eliminau th: n >ed 

for li~ting. 

To determine effects on listed and rare plants, a comprehensive flotal survey is needei ,.ithw 

proposed alignments and should be based on recognized methods. A guideline for conducti 01~ 

and 1'->porting botanical inventories for federally listed plants is enclosed to assist you in dti! 

process. 

As discussed in our October 17, 2002letter, based on species rarity and richness, the Florid 1 

panhandle has been identified as one of six biodiversity bot spots in the United S~ 1• Jbi s 

designation is largely based on the high number of endemic and rare plant species in 'lOrthv e.;t 

Florida. Over 15 pereent of Florida's flora is considered at risk and 155 species are ~lllL!­

restricted. Through a cooperative agreement with our field office, the Nature Conseuancy 

(TNC) and Florida Naturol Areas Inventory (FNAI) have identified areas considered mpooant to 

the survival of the 21 most imperiled plant species in the Florida panhandle. A map · ~epicti au 
these areas is enclosed. Locating the proposed conidor on these lands may affect are.s 

considered critical to imperiled plant species. There may be other locally significant areas · o~ 

rare plants as weU. We encourage that any selected road desi&~~ avoid effects to listed plan! 

species as well as other rare plants. Incorporating measures to protect rare plants ma:r precl tllle 

the need to list them in the future. 

Fish and Wildlife Coonlination Act 
A.qi/Oiic Rt:SOI/Tces 
WeUands are a dominant feature of the landscape throughout northwest Florida and a e .ik< lJ to 

be extensively impacted by the proposed corridor. These wetlands are typically fore! ted, Ill td 

may include pine flatwoods, floodplain forests, m.arshes, cypress swamps, and pitcher pla01 togs. 

This diver~ habitat contributes to the region's exceptional biodiversity. Wetlands are also 

critical to maintaining the area's hydrology and pristine water quality. National Wet=ls 

Inventory maps are currently being updated in your project area 

Sevtml creeks (Wetappo, Little Saody, Saody, Oliver) with adjacent wetlands occur withi.o U1e 

project area. These water resources provide habitat for a large number of fish and WJ idld'e 

species. During this early phase of project development, the Service recommer.ds iiropl<111t rring 

measures to protect fish and wildlife resources from potential impacts resulting from tb<: 
proposed project. Direct impacts may include, but are not limited to, stream diversic nor 

culvcrting, 'vcUand fill, siltation, and loss of shoreline vegetation. Indirect iolpacts r lllJ io :!•Ide 

introduction of exotic species adapted to colonizing disturbed areas, fragmentation o t'ooatiguous 
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habitats, altered hydrology, increased stonnwater discharge, increased impervious surfa.:e 1 .t"l:ll, 

and additiooal d.istwbance in newly opened areas. 

Impacts to wetlands and waterbodies can be minimized in a number ofwnys. Avoid.nce i! cften 
the most effective measure to reduce impacts; it can be accomplished eilher by siting lht: rc llle to 
circumvent the most valuable resources or by reducing the project footprinL Unavoi :!at le 
impacts can be minimized by adjusting the design of bridges or culverts. Circular culverts bave 
been shown to impede fish passage while box culverts can be installed with benches to aile w 
dry-crossing by wildlife species during normal flow periods2

• As an alternative to O\ er-siz n.J 
bridges and culverts to handle flood flows, the Service recommends using fluvial ge<<m<np. lOlogy 
aoalyses to design structures that permit normal bedload movemeut, provide a low-flow ch u:nel 
to allow fish passage and preserve water quality, and include additional culverts or flow ca:>acity 
installed above bankfull level to maintain the hydrologic regime of floodplain areas. The s ZJ~ of 
the bankfull channel should accommodate peak flow events that occur with 8 frequency of •bout 
1.0 to 1.5 years. These measures should result in a reduction of blowout events and main!~ o;mce 
requirements. 

After all efforts have been taken to avoid and minimize impacts to wedands and oth< r w1llf rs of 
the United States, mitigation measures should be implemented to replace the area. as wo:·IJ 1 s the 
functions and values of the aquatic .resources that would be impacted. Suitzble mitigaticm 
measures include wetland restoration or enhancement, culvert/bridge design m=s I<> et hmce 
fish and wildlife movement crossings, stream restoration measures such as repbcing rip rap with 
biotechnical erosion controls, or restoring suitable meander geometry. 

Future coordination should include specific project details such as the footprints ofaJ tt:mi>Oraty 
and long-term structures, the area of impacts to various affected habitat types and 8 fimctio IBI 
assessment of these habitats, detailed descriptions of the duration and type of impact; (e.g" 
placement of fill in wetlands, stream diversion, tree clearing, reductions in water quality), Eod 
measures to avoid and minimize these impacts. 

A new roadway provides access for development into natural/open lands. Due to the rapid 
coas!al development underway in Florida and throughout the U.S., the secondary anc cumllative 
effects of new growth correlated with the corridor should be evaluated. We recommend liT l.iti.ng 
corridor access as one means to manage growth. As part of the commitments for the US 91 
realigmoeot at WwdMa.rk Beach (Corps Permit # SAJ-2002-60 I I), the SL !oe Co111I<Il1Y b: IS 

made a commitment to seek, with State and Federal agency participation, 8 regulatorf 
mechanism in the vicinity of the future Gulf-to-Bay Highway and Gulf Coast Parkw! y in o "der to 
manage growth, minimize impacts to high quality wedands and other unique habitat, and i< e11tify 

appropriate off-site mitigation areas. We recommend participation of the FDOT and Dppm tunity 
Florida in"tbis ecosystem planning effort. 

Habital FragmenJation, Habitat Corridors, and Wildlife Crossings 
A new multi-lane facility ,vilJ result in significant fragmentation of the regionalland!<eape. 
Increasing fragmentation is correlated with isolated, less stable wildlife populations, particulnrly 
for small mammals. Roads form a barrier for taxa that are sensitive to surface micro :liraat : 
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changes (temperature, moisture, chemistry), and may detrimentally affect groups suet as reJ •tilcs 

and amphibians which migrate annually to ~ng sites3
• The Florida black bear an i o!he · 

wide-ranging species are especially vulnerable to roadkill because of :frequent road cr JssiJll! 

Coordination should tal::e place with the FWC regarding potential impacts to the blac!: lx:ar 

Incorporating multi-species wildlife crossings into the corridor design would help to maint2in 

habitat connectivity and reduce the risk of roadkill. In 2000, a decision-support modd to id :rttifY 
and prioritize sites for ecopassages on existing roadways was developed for the FOOT'. n is 
Highway Hotspots Priorities Model should be used for the proposed OulfCoast Pwrwy 

alignment to identify potential wildlife crossing locations. These costs should also be 

incorporated in the feasibility study cost-benefit analy:.;s. 

Protecting a habitat corridor between the Wetappo and Lathrop RCW populations co lid pre vide 

multiple conservation benefits. The two tracts comprise some of the IIUiest remainil!g stan 1.! of 

narurai longleaf pine in Bay and Gulf counties. The upland pineland habitat as well <S the larger 

pines found along the riparian corridor between the two populations provide an oppo "tw ul) fi>r 

RCW population expansion and evenrual connection ootween the two disjunct populaticns. This 

corridor bas a high occurrence of rare plants (pollinator species and their importance are · 

unknown at this time, but habitat connectivity could play an important role for their 

continuation), quality wedand habitat, and is a potential movement corridor for large mum uJs 

such as the Florida black bear. Voluntary conservation measures should be incorpor.~ed in AJ the 

project design to minimize impacts along the corridor- such as conservation oaserneiiiS Uf lmd 

buffers, maximum avoidance and minimization of V11etJand losses, protection of largt pines tnd 

use of bridges. This area may have high potential as a mitigation site for unavoidabl" wetlond 

lo:;ses. 

Migratory Birds 
Degmdation of adjacent habitat is a secondary effect of the proposed corridor, especially fc r 

migratory birds. Many migratory bird species prefer deep woods and require land In cts with low 

edge:area ratios. Increasing fhlgmeotatioo results in smaller islands of habitat, favor.ng sp :cies 

adaptable to woodland edges. Mitigation costs for secondary effects in these habitat; shou d be 

considered. In addition, !he Service is concerned that .there is potential for tal::e of m gr.lto! y 

birds during construction activities. Migratory birds are protected under the Migratory Bin i 

Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703-711) from activities that present foreseeable risk oftheir c!eadlC·r 

injury. Timing land clearing to avoid the nesting periods of these species will great!:.- redo. :e the 

likelihood of talce. 

~ 
As discussed above, the proposed Gulf Coast Padcway crosses highly sensitive habitns wi· b rare 

and protected species. Conservation planning efforts are already underway with otb:r I·>CE I, 

State, and Federal partners in several oftht!Se areas. We recommend participation iro th::se efforts 

and close collaboration with natural resowce agencies throughout the planrling proc.'ss in c ·~ler 

to develop a viable road project. Examining other potential corridor alternatives ma.• n:sui t :n a 

less environmentally daDlaSins roadway. Significant additional data on fish and wil:llilc 

resoun:es and their habitats needs to be collected to determine the impacts of the pre po:;ed 

highway, alternative alignments, and secondary and cumulativ" effects. It is our UD< =tar ding 
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that an Enviroomeotallmpact Statement (EIS) Wil l be completed for this projecL W =are 
available 10 assist you during the EIS process. Please contact Ms. Mary Mittiga oflhJS nffi :c 
(ext. 236) if you have any questions or comments. 

Sincerely yours, 

!:~~i 
Field Supervisor 

Enclosures: 
FWS Letters Dated 1 uoe 28, 2002 and OctOber 17, 2002 
Species Lists for Bay and Gulf Counties 
Red-cockaded Woodpecker Tracts 
Panama City Crayfish Map 
Guidelines for Botaoicallnveotories 
Imperiled Plant Species Map 
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cc: 
ACOE, Jacksonvi.Ue, FL (Osvaldo Collazo, Larry Evans) 
ACOE, Panama City, FL (Kevin O'Kane, Dale Beter) 
Bay County Audubon Society, Panama City, FL (Neil Lamb) 
Bay County Transportation Planning Organization, Panama City, FL (Brenda Heodrklcs 1 
BLM, Jackson, MS (Faye Winters) 
DCA, TaUahassee, FL (JeffBeilling, Susan Poplin) 
EPA, Atlanta, GA (Ted Bisterfeld) 
FDEP, Florida Coastal Management Program, Tallahassee, FL (Jasmin Raffington) 
FOOT, District 3 Secretary, Chipley, FL (Edward Prescott) 
FOOT, TaUabassee, FL (Carolyn !smart) 
FWC, TaUabassee, FL (Ted Hoehn, David Cook) 
FWC, Panama City, FL (Arlo Kane, John Himes) 
FHW A, Tallahassee, FL (George Hadley, Cathy Kendall) 
NMFS, Panama City, FL (Mark Thompson) 
NMFS, Sl Pet=burg, FL (Dave Rydent:) 
NWFWMD, Havana, FL (Duncan Cairns) 
PBS&J, TaUahassee, FL (Rosemary Woods) 
Sl Joe Company, Jacksonville, FL (David Tillis) 
Sl Joe Company, Port Sl Joe, FL (Clay SmaUwood) 
Sl Joe Company, Panama City, FL (Jim Moyers) 
WFRPC, Pensacola, FL (Mike Ziegler) 
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Gulf Coast Parkway 

Purpose and Need Statement and Project Effects  

ETDM Comments and Responses 

 
Agency Comment Response 
USEPA EPA is still unclear about this roadway being a reasonable 

component to a hurricane evacuation system because there are other 
roadways that, with capacity additions, would move evacuees more 
directly away from the coast. 

Widening of existing roadways would improve hurricane evacuation 
from Gulf County but the widening of these facilities would not 
meet the other criteria in the purpose and need.  The proposed Gulf 
Coast Parkway would meet the other criteria and provide addition 
hurricane evacuation benefits (see below). 

We note (and agree) with the deletion from the needs statement 
“improving safety” because the data indicate that the area roadways 
incur far less accidents than the statewide averages. 

No response required. 

Capacity additions to existing US 98 through Tyndall AFB property 
has been eliminated by FDOT/FHWA as a viable alternative.  
However, this revised PN still does not include the documented 
frequencies of past roadway closures for security reasons or any 
projections of future closure of US 98 through Tyndall. 

The widening of existing US 98 was determined to not be a viable 
alternative due to the impacts through Mexico Beach.  The nature 
and duration of closure of US 98 through Tyndall AFB are sporadic 
and vary according to the need.  The dates and durations of future 
closures are not available. 

The new intermodal distribution center eight miles north of Panama 
City will be an important factor for commerce.  It is therefore 
unclear why some of the seven alternatives that have been 
determined to meet the PN do not terminate at the proposed 
distribution center. 

The alternative corridors under consideration were those that best 
met the project’s purpose and need after the initial evaluation of all 
the suggested corridors.  However, not all of the alternative corridors 
meet all the project’s identified needs equally.  Some corridors may 
not terminate at the distribution center but are still able to serve it by 
terminating in its vicinity.  Further, meeting this need has to be 
weighed in consideration with other needs and the alternative 
corridors’ impacts.   

The population growth at about 16-17 percent per annum for Gulf 
and Bay counties does not reflect a need for economic stimuli.  
People are coming into these counties either because of job 
opportunities or they are retirees with ample incomes. 

The projected population growth is not reported as justification for 
economic stimuli, but as need for additional road capacity and 
mobility.  The need for economic stimuli in Gulf county was based 
on the loss in population and jobs following the constitutional net 
ban amendment and the closure of the paper mill. 

USCOE The Corps does not fully agree with the inclusion of Emergency 
Evacuation as justification for purpose and need.  Directing 
evacuees into Panama City and SR 231 will not aid in the evacuation 
of residents of Panama City.  No supporting documentation has been 
provided which would suggest evacuation times would be 

A hurricane evacuation analysis was prepared the Gulf Coast 
Parkway study using the Transportation Analysis Update of the 
Apalachee and Northwest Florida Hurricane Evacuation Restudies 
and the subsequent updated model work performed for Bay County.  
The conclusion of this study was that without the Gulf Coast 
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significantly reduced or the residents of Bay County would benefit 
from this roadway; therefore, the corps recommends deletion of this 
justification from the purpose and need determination 

Parkway clearance times for US231 in Bay County and SR 71 in 
Gulf County will increase.  With the Gulf Coast Parkway clearance 
times will increase by 3 to 4 hours over the clearance times without 
the Parkway, but clearance times on SR 71 would decrease.  Further, 
the report suggests that clearance times on US 231 could be 
decreased below those without the Parkway by instituting 
contraflow traffic (increasing the number of northbound lanes by 
converting southbound lanes to northbound lanes) on US 231 at SR 
20.  Given that SR 71 is the only northbound route out of Gulf 
County and a considerable amount of the population in Gulf County 
and southeast Bay County is located along the coast, it was 
concluded that the Gulf Coast Parkway would benefit evacuation for 
coastal residents.   

USFWS Recent high population growth rates were given as support for the 
need for the new roadway.  However, US Census Bureau figures 
released recently showed only a modest population gain of 1.4% for 
Bay County between July 2005 and July 2006.  This below the state 
average of 1.8%.  Gulf County showed less than 1% growth. 

The growth rate given was derived from US Census data for 1990 
and 2000 and was provided to show the recent trend in population 
growth for this area over a period of time.  This number, however, 
was not the basis utilized to develop traffic projections that were 
used to determine traffic capacity needs.  

FHWA The cost and funding source for the project is not identified.…….. 
This information is important, particularly for the public, in the 
consideration of whether the possible negative impacts of the project 
are worth pursuing given the project cost, and whether the 
opportunity cost of funding this project over others is justifiable……  
A generalized cost estimate for each alternative should be provided 
as a response in the Programming Screen summary Report. 

The PD&E study is funded with $4.35 million in FDOT funds for 
the completion of the study with an Environmental Impact 
Statement.  $25 million in federal funds has been programmed for 
partial design and R/W acquisition upon completion of the PD&E 
study.  
 
As requested, a generalized cost estimate for each alternative will be 
included in the Programming Screen Summary Report. 
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General EST Comments and Responses 

 
Agency Comment Response 

Coastal and Marine 
NMFS Federal agencies which permit, fund, or undertake activities which 

may adversely impact EFH are required to consult with NMFS 
and, as a part of the consultation process, an EFH assessment must 
be prepared to accompany the consultation request. Regulations 
require that EFH assessments include: 
 
1. A description of the proposed action; 
 
2. an analysis of the effects (including cumulative effects) of the 
proposed action on EFH, the managed fish species, and major prey 
species; 
 
3. the Federal agency’s views regarding the effects of the action on 
EFH; and, 
  
4. proposed mitigation, if applicable. 
 
 
Provisions of the EFH regulations [50 CFR 600.920(c)] allow 
consultation responsibility to be formally delegated from federal to 
state agencies, including FDOT. Whether EFH consultation is 
undertaken by the Federal Highway Administration or FDOT, it 
should be initiated as soon as specific project design and 
construction impact information are available. 

An EFH assessment has been completed as a part of this study and 
is available as an appendix to the Wetland Evaluation Report.  
Additionally the findings of the EFH assessment and the project’s 
affect on EFH habitats is summarized in Section 4.3.5 of the 
DEIS.  Cumulative effects on EFH are discussed in Section 
4.3.19.   
 
 
 

 

Contaminated Sites 
USEPA The detailed PD&E review still should verify all underground 

tanks and investigate possible undocumented sites. 
A Contamination Report has been completed as a part of this 
study and is available for review.  Additionally the summary 
discussion for contamination is available in Sections 3.6.11 and 
4.3.9 of the DEIS. 

Farmlands 
NRCS However, looking towards the future and food quantity concerns, 

impacts on farmland (either nonprime or prime) should be 
A Farmland Application was submitted to NRCS to assess the 
project alignments’ affects on farmlands (either prime or 
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evaluated and given consideration before determining any 
particular route. 

nonprime).  The results of this process indicate that the only 
involvement with prime farmlands occur with Alternative 
Alignment 15.   
 
The discussion of Farmlands can be found in Sections 3.5.6 and 
4.3.15 of the DEIS.  The Farmlands letter from the NRCS has 
been included in the DEIS appendix.  

Floodplains 
USEPA While at this screening stage, this is an alternative corridor 

analysis, it would be appropriate for additional technical data to be 
provided. Bridging is considered mitigation but it is more 
appropriately a method of minimization of impacts as compared to 
placement of fill and culvert. A valid next step in the alternatives 
analysis would be for bridging assumptions to be defined for each 
hydraulic crossing. Also, the sponsors’ preliminary assumptions 
for culvert should be presented wherever assumed.  

A separate Location Hydraulics Report and Preliminary 
Engineering Report have been prepared for this study and can be 
reviewed.   
 
The discussion of bridging and culverts in floodplains is 
summarized in Section 4.3.11 of the DEIS.   

NWFWMD Efforts should be made to protect floodplain resources and 
functions, including by remaining within existing alignments to 
the degree possible and maintaining hydrologic connectivity and 
integrity across the spectrum of likely flows. 

A separate Location Hydraulics Report and Preliminary 
Engineering Report have been prepared for this study and can be 
reviewed.   
 
The discussion of floodplains is summarized in Sections 3.6.5 and 
4.3.11 of the DEIS.   

Navigation 
USCOE Measures should be taken to avoid hazards to navigation and water 

flow. 
 
Alternatives 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, and 18 propose 
crossing of the GCICWW at a narrow location within Gulf County 
and some show crossing at the existing Overstreet Bridge location. 
Each of these crossings should have minimal impacts to navigable 
waters of the United States or the GCICWW. 
 
All other crossings of waters of the U.S should be maximized to 
incorporate navigation, water flow, and wildlife movement. 
Secondary impacts associated with boat launching, fishing, and 
camping should be evaluated during the design process. 

For all bridge crossings over the ICWW or over Wetappo Creek a 
high level bridge has been planned to avoid hazards to navigation 
and water flow.   
 
A separate Location Hydraulics Reports has been prepared and 
provides further detail on all of the waterway crossings for the 
project.   
 
The summary discussion for navigation and waterway crossings 
can be found in Section 4.3.17 of the DEIS.  
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Water Quality and Quantity 
USEPA Alternatives 7 and 17 are substantially less length which would 

normally mean less direct impacts to water resources. Those 
alternatives, however, traverse more open surface waters than the 
other alternatives, and therefore could present potentially greater 
issues for handling surface runoff from the road project. The 
management of stormwater will be addressed much later in the 
review of the project. Without much more technical data on the 
physical/chemical quality of the brackish and fresh water 
resources within the direct path of the alternatives, EPA is unable 
to make reasoned conclusions about the degree of adverse impacts. 

The discussion of water quality and quantity impacts is 
summarized in Sections 3.6.1 and 4.3.7 of the DEIS.  Further a 
Pond Siting Report and Location Hydraulics Report have been 
prepared which discuss the treatment and handling of stormwater 
from the proposed alternatives.  

NWFWMD Nonpoint discharges are of particular concern at the indicated 
stream crossings. Additionally, as presented, development of the 
roadway would appear to facilitate considerable new land use 
intensification, which in turn has the potential to generate 
additional widespread nonpoint source pollution. 
 
For any alternative or variant that may be pursued, the following 
measures should be incorporated to limit direct and cumulative 
impacts: 
 
- Follow existing roadway corridors to the maximum extent 
possible. 
 
- Maximize use of extended elevated bridges to protect the 
integrity of the stream and wetland corridors, hydrology, water 
quality, and associated habitats. 
 
- Maximize use of wetland and waterfront buffer areas. 
 
- Provide for limited access and coordinate with local government 
comprehensive planning to limit potential for spin-off suburban 
sprawl and subsequent NPS pollution and habitat fragmentation. 
 
The project would require state stormwater permitting, 
recognizing that a transition to Environmental Resource 

The discussion of the projects cumulative effects is summarized in 
Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS.  Additionally a Cumulative Effects 
Analysis Report has been completed and is available for review.   
 
As a part of the process to avoid and minimize impacts as much as 
possible the alignments were developed along existing roadways, 
utilized bridges and culverts, and attempted to avoid wetland and 
other sensitive lands.  The discussion of this process if provided in 
Section 2 of the DEIS.  
 
The Cumulative Effects Analysis was completed in coordination 
with the ETAT agencies as well as the local and regional planning 
agencies.  This effort should provide information for those 
agencies to work together on strategic conservation efforts to help 
minimize spin-off suburban sprawl and habitat fragmentation.  
 
The appropriate permitting process will be followed as this project 
progresses into the Design Phase.  Coordination with the 
appropriate permitting agencies has been carried out throughout 
the PD&E study process.  
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Permitting is currently in progress. Additional local permit 
requirements may apply as well. Well abandonment, if required, 
would be subject to permitting by the NWFWMD in accordance 
with Chapter 40A-3, F.A.C. 
 

Wetlands 
FDEP The wetland resource permit/stormwater permit applicant will be 

required to eliminate or reduce the proposed wetland resource 
impacts of parkway construction to the greatest extent practicable: 
 
- Minimization should emphasize avoidance-oriented corridor 
alignments, wetland fill reductions via pile bridging and 
steep/vertically retained side slopes, and median width reductions 
within safety limits. 
 
- Wetlands should not be displaced by the installation of stormwater 
conveyance and treatment swales; compensatory treatment in 
adjacent uplands is the preferred alternative. 
 
- After avoidance and minimization have been exhausted, mitigation 
must be proposed to offset the adverse impacts of the project to 
existing wetland functions and values. Significant attention is given 
to forested wetland systems and seagrass beds, which are difficult to 
mitigate. 
 
- The cumulative impacts of concurrent and future road 
improvement projects in the vicinity of the subject project should 
also be addressed. 
 
DEP Northwest District staff has visited many of the corridor sites 
and indicates that the proposed bridges over East Bay, the 
Intracoastal Waterway, and Wetappo Creek should be designed to 
maintain access for sailboats with tall masts (at least 65 feet high). 
The corridors crossing Calloway Creek, Boggy Creek, Cooks Bayou, 
Smith Bayou, Sandy Creek, Little Sandy Creek, Horseshoe Creek, 
and (upstream) Wetappo Creek would require substantial bridging 

The appropriate permitting process will be followed as this project 
progresses into the Design Phase.  Coordination with the 
appropriate permitting agencies has been carried out throughout 
the PD&E study process. 
 
Section 2 discusses the development of the alternative alignments 
and the process for avoidance and minimization of impacts.   
 
A Cumulative Effects Analysis Report has been completed and is 
available for review.  The summary of the cumulative effects 
analysis is available in Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS.   
 
A high level bridge crossing has been planned for any crossing 
that may be designed over the ICWW or Wetappo Creek.  
Information about additional waterway crossings can be found in 
the Location Hydraulics Report as well as in Section 4.3.11 of the 
DEIS.   
 
The presence of the Panama City Crayfish has been noted 
throughout this study process.  Avoidance of their habitat along 
Star Avenue has been incorporated into the attempt to minimize 
project impacts.   
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over floodplain areas with extensive wetlands.  
District staff have also expressed concerns regarding the project 
routes following Star Avenue, which has ditching along the sides of 
the road that are habitat for the Panama City Crawfish. 

NMFS In addition to direct impacts to EFH, NMFS has concerns regarding 
the road’s impact on the maintenance of the area’s natural hydrology 
and freshwater inflow to the estuarine environment. Also of concern 
are the effects of increased traffic in the area and automobile-
associated pollutants carried by stormwater runoff off the roads 
impervious surface. 
 
Salt marsh, tidal flats, marine and estuarine water column, and non-
vegetated bottom are specific categories of EFH that may be 
impacted by the project. Federal agencies which permit, fund, or 
undertake activities which may adversely impact EFH are required 
to consult with NMFS and, as a part of the consultation process, an 
EFH assessment must be prepared to accompany the consultation 
request. Regulations require that EFH assessments include:  
 
1. A description of the proposed action; 
 
2. an analysis of the effects (including cumulative effects) of the 
proposed action on EFH, the managed fish species, and major prey 
species; 
 
3. the Federal agency’s views regarding the effects of the action on 
EFH; and, 
  
4. proposed mitigation, if applicable. 
 
Provisions of the EFH regulations [50 CFR 600.920(c)] allow 
consultation responsibility to be formally delegated from federal to 
state agencies, including FDOT. Whether EFH consultation is 
undertaken by the Federal Highway Administration or FDOT, it 
should be initiated as soon as specific project design and 

Section 4.3.11 of the report summarizes the Location Hydraulic 
Report which indicates the project will maintain hydrologic 
conditions.  
 
An EFH assessment has been completed as a part of this study and 
is available as an appendix to the Wetland Evaluation Report.  
Additionally the findings of the EFH assessment and the project’s 
affect on EFH habitats is summarized in Section 4.3.5 of the 
DEIS. 
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construction impact information are available. EFH consultation can 
be initiated independent of other project review tasks or can be 
incorporated in environmental planning documents. Upon review of 
the EFH assessment, NMFS will determine if it is necessary to 
provide EFH conservation recommendations on the project. 

NWFWMD  For any alternative or variant that may be pursued, the following 
measures should be incorporated to limit direct and cumulative 
impacts: 
 
- Follow existing roadway corridors to the maximum extent possible. 
 
- Avoid any impacts to tidal marshes. 
 
- Maximize use of extended elevated bridges to protect the integrity 
of the stream and wetland corridors, hydrology, water quality, and 
associated habitats. 
 
- Maximize use of wetland and waterfront buffer areas. 
 
- Provide for limited access and coordinate with local government 
comprehensive planning to limit potential for spin-off suburban 
sprawl and subsequent NPS pollution and habitat fragmentation. 

The discussion of the projects cumulative effects is summarized in 
Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS.  Additionally a Cumulative Effects 
Analysis Report has been completed and is available for review.   
 
As a part of the process to avoid and minimize impacts as much as 
possible the alignments were developed along existing roadways, 
utilized bridges and culverts, and attempted to avoid wetland and 
other sensitive lands.  The discussion of this process if provided in 
Section 2 of the DEIS.  
 
The Cumulative Effects Analysis was completed in coordination 
with the ETAT agencies as well as the local and regional planning 
agencies.  This effort should provide information for those 
agencies to work together on strategic conservation efforts to help 
minimize spin-off suburban sprawl and habitat fragmentation.  
 
The appropriate permitting process with be followed as this 
project progresses into the Design Phase.  Coordination with the 
appropriate permitting agencies has been carried out throughout 
the PD&E study process. 

USCOE Direct impacts would include the elimination of functions and values 
of the wetlands within the roadway footprint, any disturbed buffer, 
and create secondary effects along adjacent waters/buffer. Permanent 
and temporary impacts will be generated by the construction of a 
new roadway. Due to the overall acreage of wetland impact 
associated with this roadway and taking into account the overall 
potential cumulative and secondary impacts a degree of effect of 
Substantial was selected. The Corps suggests Federal Highway 
Administration prepare an Environmental Impact Statement to fully 
evaluate effects of the identified alternatives for the new roadway. 
 

An EIS has been prepared for this project.  A detailed discussion 
of wetland impacts is included in the Wetland Evaluation Report.  
Summary discussions of wetland impacts can be found in Sections 

3.6.6 and 4.3.4 of the DEIS.  
 
The PD&E process as followed for the completion of an EIS 
concurs with the recommendations of the USCOE. 
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The Corps has determined that alternative #7 would cause significant 
impacts to regulated wetlands and named tributaries which could 
lead to habitat fragmentation and disruption of multiple ecosystems. 
Although this route is similar to that of alternative # 17 it increases 
habitat fragmentation and increases urbanization to the west of 
Panama City. 
 
The US Army Corps of Engineers recommends the following: 
 
1. Once a final corridor is selected a jurisdictional determination for 
the entire corridor including the proposed stormwater pond 
locations. This determination should include drawings on 8.5 by 11 
inch paper, aerials, USGS quad maps, wetland delineation maps 
depicting the wetland line preferably on an aerials, soils mapping, 
and wetlands designated by FLUCCS codes. 
 
2. A functional analysis consistent with the proposed mitigation plan 
for the entire project. 
 
3. Pond siting analysis which should include a demonstration of how 
environmental effects, including wetlands, were evaluated in 
determining location. 
 
4. Analysis of wetland avoidance and minimization which should 
clearly depict all methods and measures to avoid waters/wetlands 
and/or minimize the roadway effect upon jurisdictional waters. 
 
5. A compensatory mitigation plan which fully offsets all impacts 
which are unavoidable and have been minimized following the 
alternative analysis, pond siting analysis, analysis of wetland 
avoidance and minimization, and consistent with the functional 
analysis. The mitigation plan must also provide the appropriate 
mitigation to compensate for wetland impacts. This specifically 
relates to the potential estuarine and floodplain impacts. Federally 
approved mitigation banks within this area of Florida currently do 
not provide compensation for tidal or estuarine impacts. 
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6. As the proposed parkway continues to move forward, the Corps 
suggests a limited/restricted access design alternative. 
Limiting/restricting access to new developments would greatly 
reduce cumulative and secondary impacts related to new roadways. 
 
7. Federal Highway Administration should work with Federal and 
State resource agencies to design standard wetland crossing roadway 
designs which decrease median, side-slope, and design speeds 
though wetland areas. 
 
8. The Quality Enhancement Strategies for Wetland Impact 
Minimization developed by Florida Department of Transportation-
District 5 should be incorporated into this project. 

Wildlife and Habitat 
FFWCC We continue to recommend that an Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) be accomplished for this project due to the 
following issues: (1) the presence of significant natural resources 
that would potentially be adversely affected or altered; (2) the 
need to evaluate and determine whether construction of the road is 
in the public interest; (3) the controversial aspects of the proposed 
project, which will require the highest level of public and agency 
input, review, and interaction; and (4) the potential for the project 
to have unavoidable and irreversible adverse impacts on the 
natural and human environment, including substantial direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impacts, since this project would result in 
the construction of a new high-speed highway in a rural, natural 
area. 
 
We also continue to recommend the establishment of an 
interagency Environmental Advisory team comprised of both 
federal and state agencies to discuss and clarify overall 
environmental issues before further road planning and design 
occur. FWC would like to participate in the formal Scoping 
Process for the EIS. The major issues we want the future study to 
address, in addition to fish and wildlife and habitat surveys and 

The discussion of species impacts is included in the Endangered 
Species Biological Assessment.  This discussion is summarized in 
Sections 3.6.7 and 4.3.14 of the DEIS.  
 
The FFWCC have participated in the EIS Scoping Meeting and all 
ETAT meetings for this project.  These meetings have been 
documented in Section 8.2 of the DEIS. 



I-12 
 

impact analysis, include: (1) the planning and design of longer 
bridges over streams and floodplains to protect the functionality 
and integrity of these riparian systems, including hydrology, 
stream habitat quality, and habitat connectivity; (2) a study to 
evaluate the need and location for wildlife underpass structures on 
SR 22 and surrounding roads, where our agency has previously 
documented black bear roadkill and principal roadkill areas; (3) 
the design and use of roadside swales to treat highway runoff to 
reduce the need for offsite Drainage Retention Areas (DRAs) to 
conserve habitat resources; (4) funding for a population and 
movement survey (e.g. bear hair snare study) to estimate and 
define population levels within defined portions of the study area; 
and (5) the establishment of a biologically viable mitigation area 
for the Panama City crayfish which would be protected in 
perpetuity. 

USFWS This route has a high potential to impact known habitat for 
federally protected and other rare species. Should this route be 
selected, extensive measures would be needed to avoid and 
minimize impacts to federally protected and other rare species. 
Potential measures include: environmentally-sensitive bridging of 
streams and riparian habitat; acquisition and restoration of habitat 
with known federally protected and rare species occurrences such 
as the riparian corridors along Wetappo Creek, Little Sandy Creek, 
and Sandy Creek; acquisition of other appropriate conservation 
lands; acquisition and restoration of habitat for the PCC; designing 
the Gulf Coast Parkway using the Wekiva Parkway as a model to 
balance growth, environmental protection, and sustainability; 
limiting access points; and using regulatory measures such as a 
Regional General Permit or Ecosystem Management Agreement to 
manage growth into adjacent wetland habitat areas which support 
protected species. Commitments to address these concerns would 
be needed to reduce the degree of effect for this alternative. The 
Service is available to work closely with FDOT and other agencies 
to address these concerns. Additional comments are given below. 
 
Endangered Species Act 

Coordination with the ETAT on the issues identified has occurred 
throughout the DEIS process.  This coordination has been 
summarized in Section 8.2 of the DEIS.  The development of a 
mitigation plan to the detail described will be possible at the time 
when a preferred alternative has been identified.  The 
development of the mitigation plan will be completed in 
coordination with the ETAT agencies and will attempt to work 
with local government, planning agencies, and land owners to 
provide a mitigation plan that is suitable for this project.  
 
The discussion of species impacts and the methodology for 
cataloging and identifying all of the species commented on by the 
USFWS is included in the Endangered Species Biological 
Assessment.  This discussion is summarized in Sections 3.6.7 and 
4.3.14 of the DEIS. 
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The Endangered Species Act requires you to consider all effects 
when determining if an action funded, permitted, or carried out by 
a Federal agency may affect listed species. Effects you must 
consider include direct, indirect, and cumulative effects. Effects 
include those caused by interrelated and interdependent actions, 
not just the proposed action. Direct effects are those caused by the 
action and occur at the same time and place as the action. Indirect 
effects are caused by the action and are later in time but are 
reasonably certain to occur, such as secondary growth into a 
previously undeveloped area. Interrelated actions are part of a 
larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification. 
Interdependent actions have no significant independent utility 
apart from the action under consideration. Cumulative effects are 
those effects of future State or private activities, not involving 
Federal activities, which are reasonably certain to occur within the 
action area of the Federal action subject to consultation. Secondary 
and cumulative effects may extend beyond the corridor study area, 
and the scope of impact may vary depending on the resource being 
assessed. The following federally protected species and species of 
management concern are known to occur proximate to your 
proposed project. In addition to known occurrences, protected 
species may be found wherever suitable habitat is present. 
 
Red-cockaded Woodpecker 
This corridor passes within 0.27 mile of the Lathrop Bayou Tract. 
The Wetappo Creek Conservation Area and Lathrop Bayou Tract 
are managed collectively by the St. Joe Company, Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Service, FWC, and Genecov Group as part 
of a Land Stewardship Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). 
Current initiatives underway include the translocation of juvenile 
RCWs onto the tracts to enhance the populations, financial grants, 
and improved habitat management for overall increased 
biodiversity of native species. We have as a long-term goal to 
provide some habitat connectivity between the two populations to 
increase their long-term viability, although this task is not a 
priority in the RCW recovery plan. Management of RCW habitat 
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requires management of the understory primarily by prescribed 
fire. The parkway could potentially impact land managers efforts 
to prescribe burn due to smoke management concerns. Removal of 
fire will be detrimental to the system as a whole, especially for 
rare plants and RCWs. 
 
Since suitable habitat for RCW may occur along the road 
alignment, surveys should be conducted within the area to 
determine if suitable nesting or foraging habitat may be affected. 
Suitable nesting habitat is defined as pine, pine/hardwood, and 
hardwood/pine stands that contain pines 60 years in age or older. 
Suitable foraging habitat is defined as a pine or pine/hardwood 
stand of forest, woodland, or savannah in which 50 percent or 
more of the dominant trees are pines and the dominant pine trees 
are generally 30 years in age or older. If no suitable nesting or 
foraging habitat is present within the project impact area, further 
assessment is unnecessary and a no effect determination is 
appropriate. If no suitable nesting habitat is present within the 
project impact area, but suitable foraging habitat is present and 
will be impacted, potential use of this foraging habitat by groups 
outside the project boundaries must be determined. This is done by 
identifying any potential nesting habitat within 0.5 mile of the 
suitable foraging habitat that would be impacted by the project. 
Any potential nesting habitat is then surveyed for cavity trees. If 
no active clusters are found, then a no effect determination is 
appropriate. If one or more active clusters are found, a foraging 
habitat analysis is conducted to determine whether sufficient 
amounts of foraging habitat will remain for each group post-
project. More detail on the RCW survey protocol is available in 
Appendix 4 of the recovery plan for the red-cockaded 
woodpecker. 
 
Flatwoods Salamander  
Areas with a mosaic of seasonally ponded wetlands and upland 
habitat are well-suited for the flatwoods salamander which uses 
ponded wetlands for breeding and spends the rest of its adult life 
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in adjacent uplands. The flatwoods salamander lives underground 
in burrows for most of the year, except during the breeding season. 
Therefore, the effects of the proposed alignment on flatwoods 
salamander habitat should be assessed rather than effects on the 
salamander itself. A Habitat Evaluation Model was developed by 
HDR Engineering in conjunction with the FDOT District 3 and the 
Service for use on transportation projects. We recommend using a 
habitat evaluation model to identify and evaluate suitable habitat 
for the flatwoods salamander. 
 
Bald Eagle  
There is potential for bald eagle nests to exist within the study 
area. The likelihood for a nest to be encountered is greater in 
proximity to water but may occur up to several miles inland. Bald 
eagles found in Florida belong to the Southeastern States 
Recovery Unit. This unit, along with the other four recovery units, 
has met recovery criteria (71 FR 8238). The Service proposed 
delisting the bald eagle on July 6, 1999. The comment period was 
re-opened on February 16, 2006, and the Service is currently 
considering comments received on the proposal to delist the bald 
eagle (71 FR 8238). No critical habitat has been designated for this 
species. The state of Florida currently lists the bald eagle as a state 
threatened species. The bald eagle is also protected under the Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) and the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). Protection under these laws will 
continue should the bald eagle be removed from the list of 
threatened and endangered species. 
 
We recommend surveying for eagle nests within 660 feet of any 
proposed alignment. Surveys should take place early in the 
planning period. Then, to avoid delays in project implementation, 
we recommend that surveys take place again within one year prior 
to construction activities. In order to verify the activity of any 
nests, we recommend that surveys take place during the bald eagle 
nesting season (October 1 May 15). The Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission (FWC) can be contacted for the latest 
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known nest data (LaKausha Simpson, State bald eagle database 
coordinator, 352-955-2230). It should be determined whether your 
project is greater than 660 feet from a bald eagle nest tree. While 
projects greater than 660 feet from a nest tree no longer need 
Service review, we request an opportunity to concur with your 
determination. For projects nearer than 660 feet, new guidance for 
construction activities adjacent to bald eagle nests is now 
available (http://www.fws.gov/northflorida/BaldEagles/2006-
FWS-bald-eagle-clearance-ltr.htm). Your bald eagle survey 
information should be updated within one year of construction to 
reflect current nest activity. 
 
Panama City Crayfish 
Land management techniques necessary for the PCC such as 
prescribed burning could be restricted as a result of the parkway 
due to smoke management concerns. This alternative lacks the 
Tram Road and Cherokee Heights Road segments; thus, it is less 
likely to fragment conservation lands for the PCC than alternatives 
with those segments. To reduce the extent of threat posed by the 
parkway and help address the conservation needs of the PCC, we 
recommend that the FDOT and Opportunity Florida coordinate 
with FWC to minimize impacts. 
 
Federally Protected and Other Rare Plants 
We recommend that any selected road design avoid effects to both 
listed and rare plant species. Locating the proposed corridor on 
lands important to imperiled plant species such as Sandy Creek 
will be detrimental to these populations. There may be other 
locally significant areas for rare plants as well. Alternative 
corridors should be considered if impacts to federally protected 
and other rare plants will be avoided. 
 
Incorporating measures to protect rare plants may preclude the 
need to list them in the future. Addressing species needs before 
listing is required (with its associated regulatory restrictions) often 
allows greater management flexibility to stabilize or restore these 
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species and their habitats. Ideally sufficient threats can be removed 
to eliminate the need for listing. 
 
To determine effects on listed and rare plants, a comprehensive 
floral survey is needed within the proposed alignments and should 
be based on recognized methods. A guideline for conducting and 
reporting botanical inventories for federally listed plants is 
available from our office. Surveys for Harpers beauty must take 
place in May when the plant is in flower. 
 
Habitat Fragmentation, Habitat Corridors, and Wildlife Crossings 
Coordination should take place with the FWC regarding potential 
impacts to the black bear. Incorporating multi-species wildlife 
crossings into the corridor design would help to maintain habitat 
connectivity and reduce the risk of roadkill. In 2000, a decision-
support model to identify and prioritize sites for ecopassages on 
existing roadways was developed for the FDOT. This Highway 
Hotspots Priorities Model could be used for the proposed Gulf 
Coast Parkway alignment to identify potential wildlife crossing 
locations. These costs should also be incorporated in the feasibility 
studys cost-benefit analysis. 
 
Protecting a habitat corridor between the Wetappo and Lathrop 
RCW populations could provide multiple conservation benefits. 
The two tracts comprise some of the largest remaining stands of 
natural long leaf pine in Bay and Gulf counties. The upland 
pineland habitat as well as the larger pines found along the 
riparian corridor between the two populations provide an 
opportunity for RCW population expansion and eventual 
connection between the two disjunct populations. This corridor 
has a high occurrence of rare plants (pollinator species and their 
importance are unknown at this time, but habitat connectivity 
could play an important role for their continuation), quality 
wetland habitat, and is a potential movement corridor for large 
mammals such as the Florida black bear. Voluntary conservation 
measures should be incorporated into the project design to 
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minimize impacts along the corridor such as conservation 
easements, upland buffers, maximum avoidance and minimization 
of wetland losses, protection of large pines, and environmentally 
sensitive bridging. This area may have high potential as a 
mitigation site for unavoidable wetland losses. 
 
Migratory Birds 
Loss and degradation of adjacent habitat are potential effects of 
the proposed corridor, especially for migratory birds. Many 
migratory bird species prefer "deep woods" and require land tracts 
with low edge:area ratios. Increasing fragmentation results in 
smaller islands of habitat, favoring species adaptable to woodland 
edges. Mitigation costs for secondary effects in these habitats 
should be considered. In addition, the Service is concerned that 
there is potential for "take" of migratory birds during construction 
activities. Timing land clearing to avoid the nesting periods of 
these species will greatly reduce the likelihood of take. 
 
Roadway Lighting 
Any roadway lighting along coastal areas should meet coastal dark 
sky lighting guidelines (sea turtle shielded low pressure sodium) to 
reduce the risk of lighting disorientation of nesting and hatchling 
sea turtles. 

Historic and Archaeological Sites 
FDOS This proposed corridor has not been subjected to a cultural 

resource assessment survey but one National Register listed 
resource is located within the 100 foot buffer. No other resources 
are located within the 500 foot buffer but several archaeological 
sites are located within the one mile buffer. 

A Cultural Resource Assessment Survey has been completed for 
this study and is available for review.  The summary of the 
assessments findings can be found in Sections 3.3.1, 3.3.2, and 
4.2.1 of the DEIS.  

FHWA Eligibility determinations for identified resources are needed. If 
eligible, for the NRHP, a determination of effects is needed. 
NRHP resources should be avoided in accordance with section 
106 and 4(f) requirements. 

A CRAS has been completed identifying historical and 
archeological sites in the study area.  The determination of effects 
has been submitted to the SHPO for concurrence.  If the SHPO 
determines there is an adverse effect to a significant historic 
resource, a Section 4(f) determination of applicability will be 
submitted to FHWA and a Section 4(f) evaluation will be 
completed, if required.  
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Miccosukee 

Tribe of 

Indians of 

Florida 

Effects are unknown until a Cultural Resources Survey is done for 
this alternative. 

A CRAS has been completed and is available for review. Sections 

3.3.1, 3.3.2 and 4.2.1 of the DEIS summarize the findings from 
the CRAS.  

Recreational Areas 
FHWA Recreation Alts 1-18 (Moderate) All alternatives cross the 

Intercoastal Waterway Canoe Trail. Use of these areas could result 
in a Section 4(f) use, therefore possible impacts to these areas 
should be coordinated with FHWA. 

Where the alternatives cross the ICWW Canoe Trail a 
determination will have to be made in coordination with FHWA 
as to the effect, if any, this will have on this resource.  A Section 
4(f) assessment will be coordinated with FHWA if one is needed.  

FDEP These public lands contain significant natural communities and 
numerous element occurrences of listed species, as indicated by 
the Florida Natural Areas Inventory. The Department is interested 
in preserving the area’s natural communities, wildlife corridor 
functions, natural flood control, stormwater runoff filtering 
capabilities, aquifer recharge potential, contributions to regional 
spring complexes, and recreational trail opportunities. Therefore, 
future environmental documentation should include an evaluation 
of the primary, secondary, and cumulative impacts of proposed 
parkway construction on the above public lands and any proposed 
acquisition sites. 

The primary, secondary, and cumulative impacts of the proposed 
alternatives for this project are discussed throughout the DEIS. 
Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS addresses cumulative effects.   

Economic 
FHWA According to the ETAT tool, 25% of the population within 500 

feet of this alternative are those with disabilities. What analysis on 
those impacts and possible mitigation strategies have been 
performed to address the needs of this population? Accordingly 
there are 236 housing units within 500 feet of this alternative that 
do not own vehicles. Has any analysis been conducted on the 
expansion of transit services along this corridor for those in needs? 
Please consider these issues during PD&E process. 

A Socio Economic Analysis was completed for this project.  This 
discussion is summarized in Section 4.1.1.  The development of 
this roadway should mobility access to these areas as well as 
increase the ability for emergency service responses.  
 
The Bay County TPO has included the Bay Town Trolley Transit 
Development Plans in the LRTP.  These plans include a route to 
Mexico Beach from the Wal-Mart on US 98 (Tyndall Parkway) 
and a Mexico Beach circulation route.  Another route from 
Southport to the Wal-Mart on US 98 (Tyndall Parkway) would 
connect with US 231 in the vicinity of the Nehi intersection.   
Outside of the Panama City area there is too little population 
density to support formal transit routes.  Gulf County ARC and 
Transportation does provide transportation for the transportation 
disadvantaged in the Gulf County area.  In Bay County, the Tri-



I-20 
 

County Community Council provides transportation services to 
the transportation disadvantaged. 

Land Use 
FHWA Secondary and Cumulative (Substantial) All reasonable and 

foreseeable secondary and cumulative impacts would need to be 
analyzed as part of an environmental document for all the 
alternatives. The analysis should focus on the resources that would 
likely be impacted for each of the alternatives. Given that the 
primary purpose of the project is for economic opportunities, the 
affects of these expanded economies on the resources of the area 
should be assessed in the PD&E. 

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report discusses in detail the 
cumulative effects of the proposed action.  The report has been 
summarized in Section 4.3.19.   
 
An economic analysis was completed and is included in Sections 

3.2 and 4.1.2 of the DEIS.  

DCA In order to maintain comprehensive plan consistency, the roadway 
project should be included in the appropriate Traffic Circulation 
Map, in the Capital Improvement Plan or infrastructure plan as 
appropriate and coordinated with the future land use plan, 
including future service areas and coastal management plans for 
both counties. 

The Gulf County Comprehensive Plan supports the development 
of the GCP in Policy 3.5.1.  It is not shown on the Traffic 
Circulation Map as the County is waiting on the selection of an 
alignment (personal communication with County Planner).  The 
Bay County TPO shows the GCP in the 2030 LRTP.  The project 
is also identified in the Bay, Gulf, Holmes, and Washington 
Regional Transportation Partnership planning documents.  See 
Section 3.5 of the DEIS.   

Secondary and Cumulative Effects 
USEPA Water quality within the project area is categorized as mostly good 

by the Clean Water Act 305(b) State reporting. The long term 
protection of this quality should be one of the most important 
considerations by planners and decision makers involved with this 
project. Without adequate water quality, aquatic habitat quality 
cannot be maintained. Many surface waters within the Southeast 
have been degraded by development or agricultural operations so 
it is particularly valuable for high-quality streams to be protected. 
Review of the EST quantitative data for secondary and cumulative 
impacts reveal nothing different than that provided for the direct 
effects reviews. This evaluation of secondary/cumulative impacts, 
therefore, is best professional judgment. 
  
Unfortunately, EPA could not find any land use planning data for 
either county of the project area. It is unclear whether there is any 
guidance for long term planning for development, conservation or 

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert 
with the ETAT representatives.  This report is available for 
review.   
 
A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the 
project is in Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS.  
 
Access control is addressed in PER and Section 2.3.4 of the DEIS. 
 
Water quality is addressed in Sections 3.6.1 and 4.3.7. 
 
Invasive species is addressed in the ESBA and in Section 4.3.20. 



I-21 
 

otherwise at the local government level. There are several State or 
Federal designated high-value habitat areas, including the Bull 
Point/Lathrop Bay, the Bear Creek Florida Forever BOT which are 
relevant to this review. Additionally, Sandy Creek and Wetappo 
Creek are identified in the data as habitat for many endangered or 
threatened aquatic and wetland species. The relatively contiguous 
undeveloped acreage within the Sandy Creek and Wetappo Creek 
drainage systems northward within the project area are 
noteworthy. It appears that alternatives 7-16 and 18 would 
introduce greater potential for development in the least developed 
portions of the project area. Reduced aquatic habitat quality, and 
loss of terrestrial habitat would be greatest with these alternatives. 
Perhaps the least desirable from this perspective is Alternative 15. 
Conversely, there is no one alternative that is clearly superior 
environmentally, when all aspects are considered. 
  
One very important unknown at this point in the review is the 
degree of access control. This is a factor that must be fully 
considered in the subsequent review stages of this project. The 
project sponsor(s) must define the project better, and the future 
land uses of the project area must also be defined for the 
environmental document to be adequate. 
 
All corridor alternatives present stormwater management concerns 
whether the receiving waters are fresh or estuarine. The 
environmental document should evaluate the specific techniques 
and innovative practices that could/would be employed if the 
project proceeds. Both construction and long term operation 
should be addressed for stormwater management.  
 
EPA also wishes to add that there is an increasing issue within the 
Southeast that rapid development and associated road building are 
facilitating the introduction and spread of exotic invasive plants. 
This is a concern is relevant to both water quality and habitat 
quality, and should be fully addressed in the future environmental 
document. 



I-22 
 

FDEP The parkway's potential to facilitate development in rural areas, 
further exacerbating non-point source stormwater runoff, is of 
particular concern to the Department and other state resource 
agencies. The proposed project should be designed and 
constructed to avoid adverse impacts to the quantity, quality, and 
flow of groundwater and surface waters in the St. Andrews Bay 
watershed. Stormwater treatment should be designed to maintain 
the natural pre-development hydroperiod and water quality, as 
well as to protect the natural functions of the adjacent wetlands, 
floodplains, and waterbodies. 

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert 
with the ETAT representatives.  This report is available for 
review.   
 
A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the 
project can be found in Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS. 
 
Water quality is discussed in Sections 3.6.1 and 4.3.7 of the DEIS. 

NMFS Construction of the road may expedite residential and commercial 
development in the region by providing easier access to areas that 
presently have limited or no access. Land use changes from 
increased development would mean an increase in impervious 
surface area and increased pollutant loads from stormwater runoff 
which would have negative consequences for East Bay and its 
associated estuarine habitats. Increased development facilitated by 
the road may also have adverse impacts on the areas groundwater 
with cascading effects to streams, creeks, swamps, bayous, and the 
estuary. A comprehensive study of the roads construction and 
interrelated consequences should be conducted (i.e. an EIS). 
Access off the highway should be limited to help control 
urban/suburban sprawl and close coordination with the Northwest 
Florida Water Management District and other resource agencies 
should be utilized to minimize and mitigate adverse impacts to the 
watershed and the ecosystem from the project should it proceed. 

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert 
with the ETAT representatives.  This report is available for 
review.   
 
A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the 
project can be found at the end of Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS, 
including the determination of growth areas for each alternative. 

USFWS Due to the rapid coastal development underway in Florida and 
throughout the U.S., the secondary and cumulative effects of new 
growth associated with the corridor should be evaluated.  
 
The following measures are recommended to avoid and minimize 
secondary and cumulative impacts to wildlife and habitat: 
 
* Corridor access should be limited and growth managed by a 
regulatory mechanism as discussed above. 
 

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert 
with the ETAT representatives.  This report is available for 
review.   
 
A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the 
project can be found at the end of Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS, 
including the determination of growth areas for each alternative. 
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*The Wekiva Parkway could be used as a design model. 
 
*Appropriate mitigation areas should be identified. 
 
* Wildlife crossings should be incorporated into the project 
design. 
 
* Environmentally sensitive bridge construction should be used. 
 
* Post-project monitoring should occur regularly to identify and 
control invasive, non-native species. 
 
* In areas with protected and rare plants, right-of-way 
maintenance activities should be reviewed and protection 
measures incorporated as needed. 
 
* Water quality protection measures to Environmental Resource 
Permitting (ERP) standards or better should be in place within 
these high quality undeveloped watersheds. 
 
We recommend limiting corridor access as one means to manage 
growth. As part of the commitments for the US 98 realignment at 
WindMark Beach (Corps Permit # SAJ-2002-6011), the St. Joe 
Company has made a commitment to seek, with State and Federal 
agency participation, a regulatory mechanism in the vicinity of the 
future Gulf-to-Bay Highway and Gulf Coast Parkway in order to 
manage growth, minimize impacts to high quality wetlands and 
other unique habitat, and identify appropriate mitigation areas. We 
recommend participation of the FDOT and Opportunity Florida in 
this ecosystem planning effort. 
  
 
Other measures to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands 
include: use of the Wekiva Parkway as a model to reduce 
environmental impacts; post-project monitoring to identify and 
control invasive, non-native species; additional culverts to 



I-24 
 

maintain hydrologic connections between wetlands; 
environmentally-sensitive bridge construction; and water quality 
protection measures. Mitigation should be located proximate to 
wetland losses to retain important functions within the watershed. 

NWFWMD An environmental review should be developed to include an 
analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts. This should identify 
planned or potential changes to land use within the affected 
watersheds. To facilitate this, it would also be helpful to see plans 
for any local government comprehensive plan future land use map 
changes that may be under consideration. 
 
These apply to all alternatives under consideration and remain 
unchanged from those indicated in the initial Gulf Coast Parkway 
review. Commitments on the part of the appropriate public entity 
or entities exercising planning, implementation, and long-term 
ownership and maintenance authority to implement dedicated 
measures for water resource protection, including: 
 
- Stormwater planning and treatment encompassing both roadway 
construction and associated watershed areas potentially affected 
by land use change. This should provide for protection of both 
flows and water quality and, generally, ensure treatment of at least 
the first one-inch of runoff. 
  
- Protection of substantial waterfront buffer zones along natural 
waterbodies, particularly including nearby estuarine waters and 
tidal wetlands. 
 
- Protection of wetland systems and functions, to include isolated 
wetlands. 
 
- Coordination with the Northwest Florida Water Management 
District in the wetland mitigation planning in accordance with 
Section 373.4137, F.S. 
 
- Development of a detailed plan of best management practices 

The Cumulative Effects Analysis Report was developed in concert 
with the ETAT representatives.  This report is available for 
review.   
 
A full discussion and summary of the cumulative impacts of the 
project can be found at the end of Section 4.3.19 of the DEIS, 
including the determination of growth areas for each alternative. 
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encompassing both construction and facility design. These should 
be designed to protect against nonpoint source pollution (both 
long-term and during construction), offsite wetland and water 
quality impacts, and maintain hydrologic connectivity, and 
minimize habitat fragmentation. 
 
- Provide for limited access provisions to minimize future 
secondary impacts and to maintain integrity of any hurricane 
evacuation function envisioned for the roadway. 
 
This project was presented as a Programming Screen analysis. It is 
normally expected that at this level of review, potential wetland 
mitigation actions should be presented for consideration. 
Furthermore, early interagency planning and coordination of 
wetland mitigation alternatives are required in accordance with 
Section 373.4137, Florida Statutes. 
 
- Stormwater planning and treatment encompassing both roadway 
construction and associated watershed areas potentially affected 
by land use change. This should provide for protection of both 
flows and water quality and, generally, ensure treatment of at least 
the first one-inch of runoff. 
  
- Protection of substantial waterfront buffer zones along natural 
waterbodies, particularly including nearby estuarine waters and 
tidal wetlands. 
 
- Protection of wetland systems and functions, to include isolated 
wetlands. 
 
- If a decision is made to proceed with the project, coordination 
with the Northwest Florida Water Management District is required 
plan and develop an approach to wetland mitigation. 
 
- Develop a detailed plan of best management practices 
encompassing both construction and facility design. These should 
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be designed to protect against nonpoint source pollution (both 
long-term and during construction), offsite wetland and water 
quality impacts, and maintain hydrologic connectivity, and 
minimize habitat fragmentation. 
 
- Provide for limited access provisions to minimize future 
secondary impacts and to maintain integrity of any hurricane 
evacuation function envisioned for the roadway. 
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APPENDIX J 

Agency Correspondence 

Coastal Zone Consistency Correspondence 

11/1/05 Florida Department of Environmental Protection Coastal Zone 
Consistency Letter and Attachments 

 

US Fish and Wildlife Correspondence Regarding Wildlife and Habitat  

5/18/11 US Fish and Wildlife Service Comments on Draft Endangered Species 
Biological Assessment Report 

FDOT Response Letter to US Fish and Wildlife Service 
 

US Fish and Wildlife Correspondence Regarding Wetlands, Indirect and 

Cumulative Effects, and Draft Environmental Impact Statement  

6/1/11 USFWS Comments on Wetlands Evaluation Report, Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects Report, and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

FDOT Response Letter to USFWS 
 

Cultural Resources Correspondence 

5/27/11 State Historic Preservation Officer Draft Cultural Resources Assessment 
Survey Comment Letter to FHWA 

6/24/11 FDOT Response Letter to State Historic Preservation Officer 
5/21/12 FDOT Letter to FHWA Submitting Cultural Rerources Assessment 

Survey Addendum 
6/1/12  State Historic Preservation Officer Concurrence with Cultural Resources 

Assessment Survey 
6/11/12 FHWA Concurrence with Cultural Resources Assessment Survey 

 

 Farmlands Correspondence 

8/31/09 National Resources Conservation Service Letter 
AD-1006 United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) Farmland Conversion 

Impact Rating Form 
 

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report Correspondence 

6/13/11 Northwest Florida Water Management District Comment Letter 
FDOT Response Letter to Northwest Florida Water Management District  

6/13/11 Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission Comment Letter 
FDOT Response Letter to Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
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6/21/11 National Marine Fisheries Service Comment Letter 
FDOT Response Letter to National Marine Fisheries Service 

 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Review Comments 

5/25/11 National Marine Fisheries Service Comment Letter 
FDOT Response Letter to National Marine Fisheries Service 

6/24/11 Northwest Florida Water Management District Comment Letter 
FDOT Response Letter to Northwest Florida Water Management District  

7/15/2011 US Corps of Engineers Comment Letter on DEIS, WER and ICE Report 
7/28/11 US Coast Guard Comment Letter 
FDOT Response Letter to US Coast Guard 

3/26/13 US Coast Guard Reply to FDOT Response Letter 
FDOT Second Response Letter to US Coast Guard 

 
Cooperating Agency Emails on Review of DEIS 

6/24/13 Correspondence from USCOE 
6/26/13 Correspondence from USEPA 
7/2/13 Correspondence from NMFS 
7/2/13 Correspondence from USCG 

7/2/13 Correspondence from USFWS 
 

Floodplains Correspondence 

7/2/13 Concurrence with Gulf County concerning 23 CRF 650 
7/10/13 Concurrence with Bay County concerning 23 CRF 650  

 
Intracoastal Waterway Canoe Trail Correspondence 

5/23/12 Florida Department of Environmental Protection, Office of Greenways and 
Trails E-mail 
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Coastal Zone Consistency Correspondence 

 

 

 

 

 

11/1/05 Florida Department of Environmental Protection Coastal 

Zone Consistency Letter and Attachments 
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Department of 

Environmental Protection 

Jeb Bush 
Governor 

Ms. Blair L. Martin, P.E. 

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building 
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000 

November I, 2005 

Assistant Environmental Management Engineer 
Florida Department of Transportation 
P. 0. Box 607 
Chipley, FL 32428-0607 

Colleen M. Castille 
Secretary 

RE: Department of Transportation - Advance Notification - Gulf Coast Parkway 
PD&E Study, from U.S. 23 1 to U.S. 98, Financial Management No. 410981-2-
28-0 I - Bay and Gulf Counties, Florida. 
SAl # FL200509061486C 

Dear Ms. Martin: 

The Florida State Clearinghouse has coordinated the state's review of the above­
referenced advance notification for a Project Development and Environment (PD&E) study. 
The study involves the proposed Gulf Coast Parkway, a new 35-mile, multi-lane facility that 
would connect U.S. 98 in Gulf County to U.S. 231 in Bay County. The PD&E study will 
evaluate alignment alternatives within the recommended corridor. Comments provided by 
reviewing agencies are enclosed and summarized below for your consideration in the 
preparation of the study. 

The Florida Department of Environmental Protection (DEP) notes that the project area 
proposed in the advance notification includes the St. Andrews Bay watershed. St. Andrews Bay 
is a Florida Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waterbody, and is 
designated a Class II waterbody under Rule 62-302.400( 12)(b), Florida Administrative Code. 
Potential direct impacts of the proposed project on water quality and wetlands resources are of 
particular concern to the DEP. In addition, the road will faci litate secondary development in 
rural areas, further exacerbating non-point source stonnwater runoff. The proposed project 
should be designed and constructed to avoid adverse impacts to the quantity, quality and flow 
of groundwater and surface waters in the watershed. Please refer to the enclosed DEP 
memorandum for additional details. 

Northwest Florida Water Management District (NWFWMD) staff notes that the 
indicated route intersects the St. Andrews Bay and St. Joseph Bay watersheds, which are 
Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waters of the water 
management district. An analysis of the potential direct, secondary, and cumulative impacts of 

"M· e ,, >cecuon, Less f ~c.,'' 

Prmr~ on recycled paper 
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Ms. Blair L. Martin, P.E. 
November I , 2005 
Page 2 of3 

the transportation corridor on area wetlands, streams, and estuarine habitats, water quality, and 
hydrology should be performed. Due to their importance for hydrologic and habitat functions, 
isolated wetlands should be included within the analysis, along with jurisdictional wetlands. It 
is also recommended that alternative actions that would avoid or minimize impacts be 
considered and evaluated. Staff advises that mitigation for proposed wetland impacts must be 
coordinated with the NWFWMD in accordance with Section 373.4137, Florida Statutes. 
Please refer to the enclosed NWFWMD comments for further information. 

The Florida Department of Community Affairs (DCA) has detem1ined that the project is 
not inconsistent with DCA's authorities or the goals, objectives and policies of the Bay County 
and Gulf County comprehensive plans. The proposed project, however, is not currently 
addressed within those plans. Staff notes that although the roadway would improve hurricane 
evacuation and access to state roads in the region, the roadway improvement does not justify 
increased density and intensity of development in the Coastal High Hazard Area. The portions 
of the project located outside the urban service boundaries of Bay and Gulf Counties should not 
be considered an impetus to encourage future development in the rural area. DCA further 
recommends that tl1e project not be advanced into the FOOTs Five Year Work Program until 
each comprehensive plan is amended to reflect the proposed roadway modification. Please 
refer to the enclosed DCA comments for further details. 

The Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWCC) states that the PO&E 
study should address impacts to listed species, and habitat loss and fragmentation for each 
potential alternative. Primary consideration should be given to alignments or other 
transportation routes that avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to fish and wildlife resources 
and their habitats. FWCC staff notes that improving the existing highway network would have 
far less impact on natural resources than development of a new corridor. Staff further notes that 
while this phase of the project may be found consistent, there arc substantial fish and wildlife 
and habitat issues that must need to be addressed before the next phase of the project can 
proceed. The FWCC would prefer to identify and address difficult situations early in the 
process instead of at tl1e final stages of the project. Please see the enclosed FWCC letter for 
further information. 

The DEP, FWCC, and NWFWMD are concerned that the corridor alignment was 
selected without meaningful interagency review and comment. Specifically, it is unclear why 
the project did not go through the Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process. 
The ETDM process creates and fosters coordination between land use, transportation, and 
environmental resource planning through early, interactive agency involvement. The project, as 
proposed, appears to have progressed rapidly through preliminary decision-making phases 
without resource agency consultation or involvement. Immediate and continued coordination 
with state resource agencies to prevent potential disputes during subsequent phases of the 
project is strongly recommended. Please refer to the anached comments from DEP, FWC and 
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Ms. Blair L. Martin, P.E. 
November I, 2005 
Page 3 of3 

NWFWMD (respectively) for details on the foregoing items, as well as additional 
recommendations regarding the environmental document that will be prepared for the proposed 
project. 

Bay County Planning and Zoning Division staff notes that the proposed parkway will 
impact areas that serve as some of the last remaining foraging grounds in Florida for species 
such as the Florida black bear and red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW). In addition, Wettappo 
Creek is one of only two documented RCW population sites in Bay and Gulf Counties. Staff is 
particularly concerned about the Wettappo Creek crossing and locations south of Highway 22 
due to the relatively undeveloped nature of those areas. The long-term impacts of the parkway 
on the area's sensitive ecosystems and rare organisms should be given special attention in the 
planning phase of the project. Please see the enclosed Bay County comments. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the subject advance 
notification. Based on the infom1ation contained in the notice and the enclosed state agency 
comments, the state has determined that the allocation of federal funds for the PD&E Study is 
consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP). The applicant must, 
however, address the concerns identified by the reviewing agencies. The state's continued 
concurrence with the project will be based, in part, on the adequate resolution of issues 
identified during this and subsequent reviews. The state's final concurrence of the project's 
consistency with the FCMP will be determined during the environmental permitting stage. 
Future environmental documents prepared for this project should be forwarded to the State 
Clearinghouse fo r interagency review. If you have any questions regarding this letter, please 
contact Ms. Lindy B. McDowell at (850) 245-2 167. 

SBM/Ibm 
Enclosures 

Sincerely, 

~~-~~ 
Sally B. Marm, Director 
Office of Intergovernmental Programs 

cc: Barbara Ruth, DEP, Northwest District 
Duncan Cairns, NWFWMD 
Mary Arm Poole, FWCC 
Ray Eubanks, DCA 
Terry Joseph, WFRPC 
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Department of [nvironmental Protection 

Project Information 

Project: 

Comments 
Due: 

'Mete Pro/edJon. tess Prouss· 

the PD&E study, potential alignments should address impacts to species, habitat loss and fragmentation, and 
alignments or other transportation routes which avoid, minimize, or mitigate impacts to fish and wildlife resoun::es 
habitat. An option which would have far less impact to natural resoun::es would be to Improve the existing highway 

satisfy tl1e transportation need. We highly recommend that FOOT establish an interagency team comprised of 
I and state agencies to discuss and clarify t11e overall environmental Issues before further planning and road 

We are concerned that corridor selection has occurred without Interagency nevlew and comment. Continued 
ldt>l,elaam.entof plans and designs without close coordination or Involvement of these agencies may result in diffiCulties 

the project. The funding for tl1e Gulf Coast Par1<way PO&E Study is determined to be consistent with our 
I (Chapters 370 and 372, Flonda Statutes) under the Florida Coastal Management Program. While this phase of the 
is found to be consistent. there are substantial fish and wildlife and habitat issues that will need to be addressed 

next phase of the project can proceed. We would prefer to avoid difficult situations at tl1e final stages of a project 
could be Identified and llddressed early In the process. 
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!STATE · FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

jNo Comment/Consistent 

!ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION - FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 

DEP notes that the project area proposed In the Advance Notification indudes the St. Andrews Bay watershed. St. Andrews 
Bay Is a Florida Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waterbody, and is designated a Oass II 
waterbody by Rule 62-302.400(12Xb), Florida Administrative Code (F.A.c.). Potential, direct impacts to water quality and 
wetlands resources are of particular concern. Because the road will facilitate secondary development in rural areas, further 
exacerbation of non-point source stormwater runoff Is also of concem. The proposed project should not cause adverse 
impacts to the quantity, quality and flow of grooodwater and surface waters in the watershed. Please see DEP comments for 
further information. • 
jNORTHWEST FLORIDA WMD · NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT -
NWFWMD staff notes that the indicated route Intersects the St Andrews Bay and St. Joseph Bay watersheds, which are 
Surface Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waters of the NWFWMD. An analysis of the potential direct. 
secondary, and cumulative impacts of the transportation corridor on area wetland, stream, and estuarine habitats, water 
quality, and hydrology should be performed. Due to their omportance for hydrologic and habitat functions, isolated wetlands 
should be included within the analysis, along with junsdictJonal wetlands. It is also recommended that alternative actions 
that would avoid or minimize impacts be considered and evaluated. Staff advises that mitigation for proposed wetland 
Impacts must be coordinated with the NWFWMD in accordance with Section 373.4137, F.S. 

For more information please contact the Clearinghouse Office at: 

3900 COMMONWEALTH BOULEVARD MS-47 
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-3000 
TELEPHONE: (850) 245-2161 
FAX: (850) 245-2190 

Visit the Clearinghouse Home Page to query other projects. 

Copyright and Disclaimer 
Privacy Statement 

.. 
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Florida Department of 

Memorandum Environmental Protection 

TO: Florida State Clearinghouse 

FROM: Lindy McDowell, Environmental Manager 
Office of Intergovernmental Programs 

DATE: October 31,2005 

SUBJECT: Department of Transportation - Advance Notification- Gulf Coast Parkway 
PD&E Study, from U.S. 231 to U.S. 98, Financial Management No. 4 1098 1-2-28-
0 I -Bay and Gulf Counties, Florida 
SAl # FL20050906 1486C 

The Department has reviewed the above-referenced advance notification for a Project 
Development and Environment (PD&E) study. The study involves the proposed Gulf Coast 
Parkway, a new 35-mile, multi-lane facility that would connect U.S. 98 in Gulf County to U.S. 
23 1 in Bay County. The PD&E study will evaluate alignment alternatives within the 
recommended corridor. In developing the PD&E study, the Department requests that the study 
thoroughly evaluate the issues of concern and recommendations discussed below. 

The proposed project area encompasses several major creek systems, together with 
associated floodplains and wetland areas, and is hydrologically connected to East Bay. One of 
the largest and most productive estuaries in the state, East Bay is one of four distinct bays that 
comprise the St. Andrew Bay System. The West Florida Strategic Regional Po licy Plan (SRPP) 
states that the recreational, ecological, and commercial impacts of the bay system on West 
Florida make it a regionally significant environmental resource. The estuary is designated a Class 
lJ waterbody by Rule 62-302.400(12)(b), Florida Administrative Code (F.A.C.), and a significant 
portion of the bay has been conditionally approved for shellfish propagation and harvesting. The 
SRPP fUJther notes that although the water quality of the bay is generally good, the effects of 
development, storm water runoff, recreational overuse and industrial discharge or accidents are 
the greatest threats to the bay's water quality. 1 Further, St. Andrews Bay is a Florida Surface 
Water Improvement and Management (SWIM) priority waterbody. 

The manner in which the proposed action would affect water quality in the St. Andrews 
Bay watershed is of concern to the Department. Non-point source storm water runoff is of 
particular concern. In addition, the road will facilitate secondary development in rural areas, 
further exacerbating non-point source storm water runoff. The proposed project should be 
designed and constructed to avoid adverse impacts to the quantity, quality and flow of 
groundwater and surface waters in the watershed. Storm water treatment should be designed to 
maintain the natural pre-development hydro-period and water quality, as well as to protect the 

West Florida Regional Planning Council, WEST FlORIDA STRATEGIC REGIONAL POLICY PLAN IV-16 (Natural 
Resources of Regional Significance) (July 15, 1996). 
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Memorandum 
SAl # FL20050906 1486C 
Page 2 of2 

natural functions of the adjacent wetlands, floodplains and waterbodies. To that end, the 
Department requests that the draft environmental document include the following information: 

Identify and describe significant natural resources, particularly wetland and water 
resources, within potentially affected areas and the functional connections between 
watershed ecosystems, water quality, wildlife habitat, estuarine habitat, fisheries, etc. 

Identify how each proposed alternative will avoid and minimize natural resource impacts, 
maintain watershed functions and protect water quality. Minimization should emphasize 
avoidance-oriented corridor aligrunents; wetland fill reductions via steep or vertically 
retained side slopes; and median width reductions within safety limits. 

Evaluate potential direct, secondary and cumulative impacts that may occur to identified 
natural resources. The study should address the proposed corridor aligrunents and fully 
evaluate all environmental and economic impacts of any unavoidable wetland losses. 

Describe any mitigation concepts that may be proposed to ofTset unavoidable impacts to 
wetlands, water quality or other natural resources. 

Evaluate a "No Build" alternative. 

The Department further notes that it is unclear why this project did not go through the 
Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) process. The ETDM process creates and 
fosters coordination between land use, transportation, and environmental resource planning 
through early, interactive agency involvement. The project, as proposed, appears to have 
progressed rapidly through preliminary decision-making phases without resource agency 
consultation or involvement. The Department would strongly recommend immediate and 
continued coordination with state resource agencies to prevent potential disputes during 
subsequent phases of the project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Advance Notification. We request that 
future draft environmental documents prepared for this project be forwarded to the State 
Clearinghouse for interagency review. Further evaluation(s) of the project will be conducted 
during the environmental documentation and permitting stages, and future consistency will be 
based in part on adequate consideration of comments offered in this and subsequent reviews. 
Please call Ms. Lindy B. McDowell at (850) 245-2 167 if you have any questions or need 
additional information. 

cc: Barbara Ruth, Northwest District 
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United States Department of the Interior 

J:"' k£PU' REFEk TO: 

Mr. Brandon Bnmer 

FISH AND \VILDLIFE SERVICE 
Field Office 

1601 Balboa Avenue 

(>ana rna City, Fl 32405-3721 

Tel: (850) 769-0552 
Fax: (850) 763-2177 

May 18,2011 

District Project Development Engineer 
Florida Department of Trans portation 
Post Office Box 607 
Chipley, Florida 32428-0607 

Attn: Mr. Alan Vann 

Dear Mr. Bruner: 

Re: FWS No. 2011-1-0304 
Florida Department of Transportation 
Gulf Coast Parkway PD&E Study 
Endangered Species Biological Assessment 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
Bay, Gult~ and Calhoun Counties. Florida 

Thank you for your letter to the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) dated April 20, 2011, 
providing the above-referenced project reports for our review. You are also requesting 
concurrence with your determination of eflects for resources protected under the Endangered 
Species Act (Act) of 1973. as amended (I 6 U.S.C. I 531 et seq.). This response is provided in 
accordance with provisions of Section 7 of the Act. 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Florida Department of Transportation 
(FOOT) propose to construct a new roadway - the Gulf Coast Parkway (GCP) - connecting US 
98 in Gulf County to US 231 and US 98 in Bay County, Florida. Five Alternatives (8. 14, 15. 17. 
and 19) and a No-Build Alternative are being studied during the Project. Design. and 
Environment (PD&E) phase of the project. The Wetlands Report, Indirect rmd Cumulative 
Effects Report. and draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) are being reviewed separately by 
!he Service, a cooperating agency on !he EIS. At !his time, no preferred alternative has been 
idenlified. 

The GCP is proposed as a four-lane divided roadway with both rural and urban sections. Within 
a 168-foot right-of-way (ROW), the typical urban section will include a 46-foot grassed median 
and the following in each direction: two 12-foot travel lanes; paved 4-foot ins ide and 6.5-toot 
outside shoulders; 5-foot sidewalks. and a c losed curb-and-gutter drainage system with 
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stormwater treatment. The typical rural section has a 250-foot ROW and will include a 64-foot 
grassed median and the fo llowing in each direction: two 12-foot travel lanes; paved 2-foot inside 
and 5-foot outside shoulders; and open drainage swales. A 12-foot shared use path will be 
located on one side of the roadway. Length varies from approximately 28 to 33 miles. All build 
alternatives include high level bridges either over Wetappo Creek and the Intra-coastal Waterway 
( ICWW) (Alternatives 8. 14, and 15) or over East Bay (Alternatives 17 and 19). Initially, only 
two 12-foot lanes within either typical section will be constructed. Design speed is 50 mph for 
the urban sections and 65 mph for the rural roadway. 

Endangered Species Biological Assessment 

The FOOT has provided effect determinations for federally protected species. state protected 
species, and other species of concern, with potential conservation measures and commitments to 
avoid and minimize impacts to these species. The Service cannot concur with your effect 
determinations until the preferred alternative is selected and commitments for protection 
measures are finalized. During the Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) review, 
the Service identified all alignments of the GCP as a Potential Dispute tor Wildlife and Habitat 
due to the high potential for significant direct, secondary, and cumulative eftects to habitat for 
federally protected and other fish and wildlife species. In 2007, FOOT developed Action Plans 
to address the Potential Dispute. The following comments are to assist you in finalizing the 
Endangered Species Biological Assessment (ESBA) and resolving the Potential Dispute. 

Gulf Sturgeon 
As indicated in the ESBA, no Gulf sturgeon critical habitat has been designated within the GCP 
study area, including East Bay. However, Service biologists have noted the occasional 
occurrence of Gulf sturgeon within the St. Andrew Bay system. The Service recommends 
incorporating Construction Protection Provisions Sturgeon Protection Guidelines during bridge 
construction activities to assure impacts to the sturgeon are avoided and minimized to the 
greatest extent practicable (enclosed). Provided that these measures are included in the final EIS, 
the Service could concur that the proposed work may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 
(NLAA) the Gulf sturgeon. 

Eastern lndigo Snake 
The Service could concur with your determination that the proposed work may affect, but is 
NLAA the Eastern indigo snake with incorporation of Standard Protection Measures for the 
Eastern Indigo Snake during construction (enclosed). 

Reticulated Flatwoods Salamander 
The ESBA uses a Phase r desktop habitat evaluation model to identifY potential tlatwoods 
salamander breeding ponds across the five alternatives. The report separates involvement into 
direct (within the alignment) and indirect (within I ,500 teet of the al ignment) impacts to 
breeding ponds. As you are aware, habitat for the reticulated flatwoods salamander has three 
components: the breeding pond, ecotone, and upland. Upland habitat extends up to L.500 feet 
from the edge of a breeding pond. Therefore. upland habitat for the flatwoods salamander could 
be directly impacted if suitable ponds are located within I ,500 feet of the alignment. 
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Potential breeding ponds are identified for all five alternatives. While the ESBA notes overall 
poor flatwoods salamander habitat conditions during limited wetlands surveys, more detailed 
information is needed before the Service can provide concurrence with your determination. We 
recommend completing a Phase II field evaluation of all potential ponds once a preferred 
alternative is selected. Your eftect determination should be based the Phase II evaluation. Score 
sheets, aerial maps. and site photos should be provided to the Service to assist in our review. 

Nesting Sea Turtles, Piping Plover. Choctawhatchee Beach Mouse and St. Andrew Beach Mouse 
The Service has regulatory responsibility for nesting sea turtles (loggerhead, green, leatherback, 
and Kemp's ridley) while on land in Gulf and Bay counties. Ellects on the five species of sea 
turtles in-water should be coordinated with the National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA), Southeast Regional Office, 9721 Executive Center Drive North, St. 
Petersburg, Florida 33702 (Tel: 727/570-5517). 

One purpose of the GCP is to enhance economic development and provide direct access to tourist 
destinations in south Gulf County. While the proposed alternatives do not directly impact coastal 
beaches, they may indirectly and cumulatively affect coastal threatened and endangered species 
by encouraging development and increasing recreational use of coastal resources. The GCP 
Indirect and Cumulative Eft"ects Report shows no impact from the Build Alternatives and 501 
acres of coastal impacts from the No Build Alternative. It seems unlikely that the Build 
Alternatives - as a major new coastal connector - would have no effect on coastal growth. For 
example, one area of forecasted growth located west of Mexico Beach extends from US 98 to 
Alternative Alignments 17 and 19, suggesting an influence on that location 's growth. It appears 
that all potential alternatives may have a role in facilitating growth and associated habitat losses. 
Increased tourism with added recreational use of Shell Island, Crooked Island, and East Crooked 
Island may also adversely affect listed species. 

These potential indirect effects should be considered in the ESBA for coastal species including 
sea turtles, wintering piping plover, the Choctawhatchee beach mouse, and St. Andrew beach 
mouse. ln consideration of the potential risk of secondary effects impacting coastal habitat, it is 
unlikely that the proposed project has No Effect on the Choctawhatchee beach mouse and St. 
Andrew beach mouse. Table 8.2 indicates a No Effect determination for the piping plover. This 
should be corrected to be consistent with text that concludes the project may affect, but is NLAA 
the piping plover. 

The ESBA provides a potential commitment to "use sea turtle-friendly lighting strategies on 
bridges, if deemed necessary' '. It 's unclear if lighting is being planned for other typical sections 
of the roadway. New lighting associated with the alternatives may indirectly affect nesting sea 
turtles and other coastal species by adding sky glow visible from the shore, even when the 
a lternatives are not immediately adjacent to the beach. features such as full cut-off fixtures with 
HPS lamps can be very etlective in reducing sky glow from nearby connector roads. To avoid 
and minimize impacts to sea turtles and other coastal wildlife, we recommend a commitment to 
either add no new roadway lighting where it previously does not exist, or to work with the 
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Service to develop a wildlife-friendly lighting plan for any roadway lights potentially visible 
from the beach. 

West Indian Manatee 
The Service could concur with your determination that the proposed work may affect, but is 
NLAA the West Indian manatee with incorporation of Standard Manatee Conditions for In­
water Work for bridge construction (enclosed). 

Red-cockaded Woodpecker 
Additional information is needed before the Service can concur with your effect determination 
for the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW). This information could be provided once a preferred 
alternative is selected. The ESBA evaluation is based on a desktop analysis of two known 
populations at the Wetappo Creek Conservation Area (Wetappo) and Lathrop Bayou Tract 
(Lathrop), and their proximity to the proposed alternatives. However, additional habitat for 
RCW may be present within the alternatives' footprint Indirect effects of the roadway also 
should be assessed. Indirect effects may include a reduced ability to manage existing RCW tracts 
by prescribed burning and a loss of habitat connectivity between the two known populations. 

As indicated in our 2007 ETDM comments, field surveys for RCW nesting and foraging habitat 
should be done wherever suitable habitat is present. Aerial photography and coordination with 
landowners could assist in determining whether suitable habitat is present. Suitable nesting 
habitat is defined as pine, pine/hardwood, and hardwood/pine stands that contain pines 60 years 
in age or older. Suitable foraging habitat is defmed as a pine or pine/hardwood stands of forest, 
woodland, or savannah in which 50 percent or more of the dominant trees are pines and the 
dominant pine trees are generally 30 years in age or older. If no suitable nesting or foraging 
habitat is present within the project impact area, then the project will have no direct effects to the 
RCW. If no suitable nesting habitat is present within the project impact area, but suitable 
foraging habitat is present and will be impacted, potential use of this foraging habitat by groups 
outside the project boundaries must be determined. This is done by identifying any potential 
nesting habitat within 0.5 mile of the suitable foraging habitat that would be impacted by the 
project. Any potential nesting habitat is then surveyed for cavity trees. If no active clusters are 
found, then the project will not directly affect the RCW. If one or more active cluste.rs are found, 
a foraging habitat analysis is conducted to detennine whether sufficient amounts of foraging 
habitat will remain for each group post-project. More detail on the RCW survey protocol is 
available in Appendix 4 of the recovery plan for the red-cockaded woodpecker. 

In our 2007 ETDM comments, the Service indicated one long-tenn regional goal was to provide 
habitat connectivity between the two RCW populations at Wetappo and Lathrop. The 2007 
FOOT Dispute Resolution Wildlife and Habitat Action Plan stated the analysis of potential 
impacts on listed species and habitats would include an evaluation of the connectivity between 
related populations and the potential for fragmentation of habitats. This analysis should be 
included in the ESBA for RC W. Only Alternatives 17 and 19 avoid fragmenting the habitat 
corridors between the Wetappo and Lathrop tracts. For the remaining alternatives, mitigation 
measures should be considered to protect habitat along the Wetappo Creek and Little Sandy 
Creek riparian corridors. 
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Listed Plants 
Preliminary plant surveys identified three listed plant species associated with the Alternative 
Alignments and their 300-foot Buller: white birds-in-a-nest (Macbridea alba)( Alternative 
Alignments 8/ 14/ 15), Godfrey's butterwort (Pinguicula ionantha)(Altemative Alignments 8/17 
Buffer), and Florida skullcap (Scutellariafloridana)(Altemative Alignments 8/14/ 15 and 
Buffers). As indicated in the ESBA, additional seasonally-appropriate surveys fo r listed plants 
may be warranted for the preferred alternative. The Service agrees that additional 
comprehensive plant surveys are needed once the preferred alternative has been selected. 
Results should be provided in a report with maps that gives the methodology used, calendar date 
of surveys, plant locations, number of plants observed, and location of survey transects. The 
secondary and cumulative impacts to federally protected and other rare plants should also be 
assessed. Future growth target areas identified by the Delphi Group along Wetappo Creek could 
impact locations known to provide habitat for the 2 1 most imperiled plants in Northwest Florida. 
Consideration should be given to protecting these important areas for plants as you begin 
mitigation planning for this project. Strategic mitigation can be an effective tool in addressing 
the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of a new roadway in a watershed with minimal 
development impacts. 

The Service recommends modi fying the plant conservation measure to read: "Impacts to listed 
plants should be avoided and minimized to the extent practicable". If the project has unavoidable 
impacts to listed plants, section 7(a){2) of the Act requires federal agencies to formally consult 
with the Service to ensure that ac tions they authorize, fund. or carry out do not jeopardize the 
continued existence of threatened and endangered species. 

Panama City Crayfish 
The Service considers the state-listed Panama City crayfish (PCC) to be a "species of special 
concern." While this designation provides no regulatory protection under the Act, the Service is 
currently reviewing a petition for listing the PCC. Habitat loss and degradation are considered 
the greatest threats to its future survival. Our office is working in partnership with the Florida 
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) and a private landowner on a Candidate 
Conservation Agreement with Assurances (CCAA) to protect and manage habitat for the PCC. 
Measures to protect the PCC and proactively address threats may help avoid the need for future 
federal listing. 

The ESBA estimates that the western portion of all five alternatives may impact 124.3 acres of 
PCC core and secondary soils. FWC data identified multiple PCC occurrences along Star 
Avenue and Tram Road, locations known for their high density ofPCC. You have indicated that 
coordination will take place with the FWC and s ite-specific surveys will likely be required for 
the preferred alternative. Your conclusion that the proposed project may affect, but is NLAA the 
PCC is not supported by the information provided in the ESBA. The draft Panama City Crayfish 
Management Plan (2007) indicates that an FWC Incidental Take Pennit will be needed for 
activities that result in take of the PCC or its habitat. To address the potential direct and indirect 
habitat losses consistent with the draft plan, mitigation for loss of PCC habitat should be 
provided at a ratio that demonstrates a net benefit to the species. For example, mitigation at a 
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ratio of 2: I where one acre of PCC habitat loss is offset with two acres of PCC habitat restored, 
would provide an overal l benefit to the species. 

Wood Stork 
lbe FOOT has determined that the proposed alternatives will have "no effect" on the wood stork. 
However, the ESBA indicates that there is potential wood stork habitat within the GCP study 
area. While the nearest nesting colonies are in Leon County, Florida, wood storks may occur 
wherever suitable habitat is present. They sometimes forage and roost well beyond known 
nesting locations. For example, wood storks are routinely sighted on Northwest Florida Water 
Management District's wetland restoration sites in Washington and Santa Rosa counties. Since 
occurrences are rare in Gulf and Bay counties, the effects of the work are likely to be 
insignificant (too small to measure) and discountable (extremely unlikely to occur). Therefore, 
the Service could concur with a determination that the proposed alternatives may affect, but are 
NLAA the wood stork. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments. We look forward to working with you as 
we continue informal consultation on thls project. Please contact Ms. Mary Mittiga (ext. 236) if 
you have any questions or comments. 

Literature Cited 

Dr. Donald W. Imm 
Project Leader 

Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. 2007 draft. Draft Panama City Crayfish 
Management Plan, Draft 2. Tallahassee, Florida. 50 pp. and appendices. 

Enclosures: 
Sturgeon Protection Guide! ines 
Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake 
Standard Manatee Conditions for In-water Work 

cc: (without enclosures) 
ACOE, Cocoa, FL (Andrew Phillips) 
ACOE, Jacksonville, FL (Randy Turner) 
FWCC, Tallahassee, FL (Scott Sanders, Ted Hoehn) 
FWCC, Panama City, FL (John Himes) 
NMFS, St. Petersburg, FL (Dave Rydene) 
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STANDARD MANATEE CONDITIONS FOR IN-WATER WORK 
2011 

The permittee shall comply with the following conditions intended to protect manatees from 

direct proj eel effects: 

a. All personnel associated with the project shall be instructed about the presence of 
manatees and manatee speed zones, and the need to avoid collisions with and injury to 
manatees. The permittee shall advise all construction personnel that there are civil and 

criminal penalties for harming, harassing, or killing manatees which are protected under 
the Marine Mammal Protection Act, the Endangered Species Act. and the Florida 
Manatee Sanctuary Act. 

b. All vessels associated with the construction project shall operate at " Idle Speed/No 
Wake" at all times while in the immediate area and while in water where the draft of the 

vessel provides less than a four-foot clearance from the bottom. All vessels will follow 
routes of deep water whenever possible. 

c. Siltation or turbidity barriers shall be made of material in which manatees cannot 
become entangled, shall be properly secured, and shall be regularly monitored to avoid 
manatee entanglement or entrapment. Barriers must not impede manatee movement. 

d. All on-site project personnel are responsible for observing water-related activities for the 
presence of manatee(s). All in-water operations, including vessels, must be shutdown if 

a manatee(s) comes within 50 feet of the operation. Activities will not resume until the 
manatee(s) has moved beyond the 50-foot radius of the project operation, or until 30 
minutes elapses if the manatee(s) has not reappeared within 50 feet of the operation. 
Animals must not be herded away or harassed into leaving. 

e. Any collision with or injury to a manatee shal l be reported immediately to the Florida Fish 
and Wildlife Conservation Com mission (FWC) Hotline at 1-888-404-3922. Col lision 
and/or injury should also be reported to the U.S. Fish and Wild life Service in Jacksonville 
(1 -904-731 -3336) for north Florida or in Vero Beach (1-772-562-3909) for south Florida, 
and emailed to FWC at lmperiledSpecies@myFWC.com. 

f. Temporary signs concerning manatees shall be posted prior to and during all in-water 
project activities. All signs are to be removed by the permittee upon completion of the 
project. Temporary signs that have already been approved for this use by the FWC 
must be used. One sign which reads Caution: Boaters must be posted. A second si gn 
measuring at least 8'h " by 11" explaining the requirements for "Idle Speed IN o Wake" 
and the shut down of in-water operations must be posted in a location prominently 
visible to all personnel engaged in water-related activities. These signs can be viewed 
at http:/lwww.myfwc.com/WILDLIFEHABITATS/manatee sign vendor s.htm. Questions 

concerning these signs can be forwarded to the email address listed above. 
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STANDARD PROTECTION MEASURES FOR THE EASTERN INDIGO SNAKE 

I. An eastern indigo snake protection/education plan shall be developed by the applicant or 
requestor for all construction personnel to fo llow. The plan shall be provided to the 
Service for review and approval at least 30 days prior to any c learing activities. The 
educational materials for the plan may consist of a combina tio n of posters, videos, 
pamphlets, and lectures (e.g., an observer trained to identify eastern indigo snakes could 
use the protection/education plan to instruct construction personnel before any c learing 
activities occur). Informational signs should be posted throughout the construction site 
and a long any proposed access road to contain the following info rmation: 

a. a descriptio n of the eastern indigo snake, its hab its, and pro tection under Federal 
Law; 

b. instructions not to injure, harm, harass or kill this species; 
c . directions to cease clearing activities and allow the eastern indigo snake sufficient 

time to move away from the site on its own before resuming c learing; and, 
d. telephone numbers of pertinent agencies to be contacted if a dead eastern indigo 

snake is encountered. T he dead specimen should be thoroughly soaked in water 
and then frozen. 

2. If not currently authorized through an Incidenta l Take Statement in association with a 
Biological Opinion, only individuals who have been either authorized by a section 
I O(a)( I )(A) permit issued by the Service. or by the State of Florida through the Florida 
Fish Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC) fo r such activit ies, are permitted to come 
in contact with an eastern indigo snake. 

3. An eastern indigo snake monitoring report must be submitted to the appropriate Florida 
Fie ld Office within 60 days ofthe conclusion of clearing phases. The report should be 
submitted whether or not eastern indigo snakes a re observed. The report should contain 
the following information: 

a. any sightings of eastern indigo snakes and 
b. other obligat ions required by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation 

Commission, as stipulated in the permit. 

Revised February 12. 2004 
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CONSTRUCTION SPEC IAL PROVISIONS 
STURGEON PROTECTION GUIDELINES 

(I'L' MSUA)IT TO ~MFS A'ID L'Sf'WS) 

The shonnose sturgeon , .fcipenser brevtrosrrum) and the gulf sturgeon (A . oxyrmchus desntoi) are listed 

under the Endangered Species Act as endangered and threatened. rcspecti\·ely. These species are under the 

jurisdiction of the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

CUSFWS). Pote ntial habitat for the gulf sturgeon is located wit.hin the limits of this project. 

The following special provisions "ill be incorporated into any consttuction contract where involvement 

with sturgeon may occur: 

The FOOT has coordinated with the NMFS and USFWS early in the project development stage. The 
following provisions are intended to avoid/ protect known spawning habitats, nUISery areas, feeding areas 

and thermal refuges. 

I. The Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) shall advise all FOOT project personnel 

and Contractor personnel on the project that there arc civil and criminal penalties for banning. 

harassing or killing sturgeon. wh.ich are protected under the Endangered Species Act of 1973. 

The FOOT and the Contractor will be held responsible for any sturgeon banned, harassed, or 

killed as a result of the project activity. 

2. l11e FOOT shall provide information to all FOOT and Contract personnel for identification of 

sturgeon. 

3. No dredging of the river bottom will be conducted for barge access. 

~. Drilled shaft pile construction will be used whenever prudent and feasible as determined by 

FOOT. 

5. Care shall be taken in lowering equipment or material below the water surface and into the 

stream bed. These precautions will be taken to ensure no hann occurs to any sturgeon which 

may enter the cons truction area undetected. 

6. [f the use of explosives is necessary, the following protection measures will be employed for 

projects in FOOT's District 3. 

In riverine areas: 
;. No blasting will occur in known spawning. staging, feeding. or nursery areas. 
;. In-water explosive work should be avoided between the months of April to October. 

;. If explosive work becomes necessary within the April to October time frame. a non-lethal 

-Fisb Scare" charge will be detonated one nunutc prior to detonation of the underwater 

blast. 

In estuarine areas: 
;;;. No blasting will occur in known spawning, ~tagir1g. feCding. or nUISet)i areas. 

» In-water explosive work should be a\·oided between the months of October to April. 

~ If c-<plosive work becomes necessary within the October to AprilliJne frnme. a non-lethal 

"fish Scare" charge will be detonated one minute prior to detonation of the underwater 

blast. 
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RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 

Dr. Donald W. Imm 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, Florida 32405-3721 

Re: Re: Gulf Coast Parkway 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
County: Bay, Calhoun and Gulf 

Chipley, Florida 32428 

Endangered Species Biological Assessment Report 

Dear Dr. Imm 

OFF1CE OF THE 
SECRETARY 

Thank you for your comments on the Endangered Species Biological Assessment Report (ESBAR) for 
the above referenced project. The Service (USFWS) has indicated that they cannot concur with our effect 
determinations until the preferred alignment is selected and commitments for protection measures are 
finalized and submitted comments to assist in finalizing the ESB AR and resolving the Potential Dispute. 

The following presents our proposed responses to those comments. 

General Comments 

Comment: As indicated in the ESBA, no gulf sturgeon critical habitat has been designated within the 
GCP study area, including East Bay. However, the Service biologists have noted the 
occasional occurrence of Gulf sturgeon within the St. Andrew Bay system. The Service 
recommends incorporating Construction Special Provisions Sturgeon Protection Guidelines 
during construction activities to assure impacts to the Gulf sturgeon are avoided and 
minimized to the greatest extent pmctical (enclosed). Provided that these measures are 
included in the final EIS, the Service could concur that the proposed work may affect, but is 
not likely to adversely affect (NLAA) the Gulf sturgeon. 

Response: The ESBAR and DEIS will be revised to include text amendments to include a commitment 
to incorporating Construction Special Provisions Sturgeon Protection Guidelines and to 
modify the finding to MANLAA. 

Comment: The Service could concur with your determination that the proposed work may affect, but is 
NLAA the Eastern indigo snake with incorpomtion of Standard Protection Measures for the 
Eastern Indigo Snake during construction. 

Response: A commitment to include the Standard Protection Measures for the Eastern Indigo Snake 
during construction will be provided in the ESBAR and DEIS. 
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Comment: The ESBA uses a Phase I desktop habitat evaluation model to identifY potential flatwoods 
salamander breeding pond across the five alternatives. The report separates involvement into 
direct (within the alignment) and indirect (within 1,500 feet of the alignment) impacts to 
breeding ponds. As you are aware, habitat for the reticulated flatwoods salamander has three 
components: the breeding pond, ecotone, and upland. Upland habitat extends up to 1,500 feet 
from the edge of a breeding pond. Therefore, upland habitat for the flatwoods salamander 
could be directly impacted if suitable ponds are located within 1, 500 of the alignment. 
Potential breeding ponds are identified for all five alternatives. While the ESBA notes 
overall poor flatwoods salamander habitat conditions during limited wetlands surveys, more 
detailed information is needed before the Service can provide concurrence with your 
determination. We recommend completing a Phase II field evaluation of all potential ponds 
once a preferred alternative is selected. Your effect determination should be based on the 
Phase II evaluation. Score sheets, aerial maps, and site photos should be provided to the 
Service to assist in our review. 

Response: Given the number of corridors and alignments considered and assessed for this project, along 
with the length of each typical alternative, e.g.± 30 miles, RFS assessments using the HDR 
method were limited to Phase I for all potential ponds within 1,500 feet of said alternatives. 
In light of this, FDOT agrees to conduct a Phase II RFS field evaluation for a representative 
sample of potential ponds within 1,500 feet of the preferred alternative during design and 
permitting. A re-assessment of the determination of effect for the preferred alternative will 
be based on the results of the Phase II field evaluation and has been added as a commitment 
in the ESBAR. FDOT's determination of effect for the RFS- as it relates to the project itself­
has been changed in the ESBAR to "MANLAA". 

Comment: The Service has regulatory responsibility for nesting sea turtles (loggerhead, green, 
leatherback, and Kemp's ridley) while on land in Gulf and Bay counties. Effects on the five 
species of sea turtles in-water should be coordinated with the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 

One purpose of the GCP is to enhance economic development and provide direct access to 
tourist destinations in south Gulf County. While the proposed alternatives do not directly 
impact coastal beaches, they may indirectly and cumulatively affect coastal threatened and 
endangered species by encouraging development and increasing recreational use of coastal 
resources. The GCP Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report shows no impact from the Build 
Alternatives and 501 acres of coastal impacts from the No Build Alternative. It seems 
unlikely that the Build Alternatives- as a major new coastal connector- would have no 
effect on coastal growth. For example, one area of forecasted growth located west of Mexico 
Beach extends from US 98 to Alternative Alignments 17 and 19, suggesting an influence on 
that location's growth. It appears that all potential alternatives may have a role in facilitating 
growth and associated habitat losses. Increased tourism with added recreational use of Shell 
Island, Crooked Island, and East Crooked Island may also adversely affect listed species. 

These potential indirect effects should be considered in the ESBA for coastal species 
including sea turtles, wintering piping plover, the Choctawhatchee beach mouse, and St. 
Andrews beach mouse. In consideration of the potential risk of secondary effects impacting 
coastal habitat, it is unlikely that the proposed project has No Effect on the Choctawhatchee 
beach mouse and St. Andrew beach mouse. Table 8.2 indicates a No Effect determination for 
the piping plover. This should be corrected to be consistent with text that concludes the 
project may affect, but is NLAA the piping plover. 
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The ESBA provides a potential commitment to "use sea-turtle friendly lighting strategies on 
bridges, if deemed necessary". It's unclear iflighting is being planned for other typical 
sections of the roadway. New lighting associated with the alternatives may indirectly affect 
nesting sea turtles and other coastal species by adding sky glow visible from the shore, even 
when the alternatives are not immediately adjacent to the beach. Features such as full cut-off 
fixtures with HPS lamps can be very effective in reducing sky glow from nearby connector 
roads. To avoid and minimize impacts to sea turtles and other coastal wildlife, we 
recommend a commitment to either add no new roadway lighting where it previously does 
not exist, or to work with the Setvice to develop a wildlife-friendly lighting plan for any 
roadway lights potentially visible from the beach. 

Response: The effects of the project on sea turtles in-water will be coordinated with NOAA. 

As stated in the ESBAR: Potential habitat for beach mice is located south of US 98. The 
proposed southern termini for all Alternative Alignments are located north of US 98. None 
of the Alternative Alignments (proposed right-of-way and associated 300-foot buffers) will 
involve beach mice, potential habitat, or critical habitat. While platted developments located 

with the study area contain potential beach mouse habitat, each has existing conservation 
plans to address potential impacts (See ICE Report in EIS). Therefore, FDOT concludes that 
the subject project will have no effect on either the federally-endangered Choctawhatchee 

beach mouse or the St. Andrews beach mouse. 

The effects on the beach mouse habitat shown in the ICE Report were in error. The 501 acres 
should have been 53.8 acres. The 53.8 acres of habitat impacts are from the Bon Fire and 
WindMark developments. These developments already have mitigation plans established. 

There is no need to update Table 8.2 since piping plover is MANLAA for Alternatives 17 and 
19 only. This, therefore, results in an overall determination of effect ofMANLAA. 

FDOT will commit to working with USFWS on a wildlife-friendly lighting plan in the event 
lighting becomes a part of the project during design. 

Comment: The Service could concur with your determination that the proposed work may affect, but is 
NLAA the West Indian manatee with incorporation of Standard Manatee Conditions for In­
water W ark for bridge construction. 

Response: The Standard Manatee Conditions for In-water Work have been incorporated into the 
ESBAR and DEIS. 

Comment: Additional information is needed before the service can concur with you effect determination 
for the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW). This information could be provided once a 
preferred alternative is selected. The ESBA evaluation is based on a desktop analysis of two 
known populations at the Wetappo Creek Conservation Area (Wetappo) and Lathrop Bayou 
Track (Latlu·op), and their proximity to the proposed alternatives. However, additional 
habitat for RCW may be present within the alternatives' footprint. Indirect effects of the 
roadway also should be assessed. Indirect effects may include a reduced ability to manage 
existing RCW tracts by prescribed burning and a loss of habitat connectivity between the two 
known populations. 
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Response: 

As indicated in out 2007 EIDM comments, field sutveys for RCW nesting and foraging 
habitat should be done wherever suitable habitat is present. Aerial photography and 
coordination with landowners could assist in determining whether suitable habitat is present. 
Suitable nesting habitat is defined as pine, pine/hardwood, and hardwood/pine stands that 
contain pines 60 years in age or older. Suitable foraging habitat is defined as a pine or 
pine/hardwood stands of forest, woodland, or savannah in which SO percent or more of the 
dominant trees are pines and the dominant pine trees are generally 30 years in age or older. If 
no suitable nesting habitat is present within the project impact area, but suitable foraging 
habitat is present and will be impacted, potential use of this foraging habitat by groups 
outside the project boundaries must be detennined. This is done by identifYing any potential 
nesting habitat within 0.5 mile of the suitable foraging habitat that would be impacted by the 
project. Any potential nesting habitat is then sutveyed for cavity trees. If no active clusters 
are found, then the project will not directly affect the RCW. If one or more active clusters are 
found, a foraging habitat analysis is conducted to determine whether sufficient amounts of 
foraging habitat will remain for each group post-project. More detail on the RCW sutvey 
protocol is available in Appendix 4 of the recovery plan for the red-cockaded woodpecker. 

In our 2007 EIDM comments, the Setvice indicated one long-term goal was to provide 
habitat connectivity between the two RCW populations at Wetappo and Lathrop. The 2007 
FDOT Dispute Resolution Wildlife and Habitat Action Plan stated the analysis of potential 
impacts on listed species and habitats would include an evaluation of the connectivity 
between related populations and the potential for fragmentation of habitats. This analysis 
should be included in the ESBA for RCW. Only Alternatives 17 and 19 avoid fragmenting 
the habitat conidors between the Wetappo and Lathrop tracts. For the remaining alternatives, 
mitigation measures should be considered to protect habitat along the Wetappo Creek and 
Little Sandy Creek riparian conidors. 

RCW habitat evaluations were centered on aerial photo interpretation of known populations 
and their proximity to Alternative Alignments. Habitat conditions proximal to known RCW 
populations were noted during field sutveys for wetlands and other listed species. Specific 
field sutveys for RCWs or cavity trees were not conducted. 

Two RCW populations are associated with the GCP study area: Lathrop Bayou Management 
Area (LBMA) is being protected and enhanced by Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and 
The St. Joe Company where a small population ofRCWs is located on Raffield Island. 
LBMA is located at the east end of East Bay, between two GCP Alternative Alignments 
(17/19 and 8/14/15) and includes 539 acres oflate-successional, longleaf pine flatwoods. 
Approximately 22 cavity trees have been identified in a cluster on Raffield Island with a total 

of five birds banded as of December 2002. Alternative Alignments 17/19 are located 
approximately 6,000 ' west of the LBMA RCW cluster. The Wetappo Creek Consetvation 

Area (WCCA) is located on St. Joe property in north Gulf County, just west of Wewahitchka, 
off of SR 22. WCCA comprises approximately 1, 500 acres of late-successional longleaf pine 
habitat and currently supports eight RCW clusters (population goal of 10 active clusters) (St. 
Joe 2007). Alternative Alignments 8/14/15 are located approximately 1 mile (5,280') west of 
the WCCA. The LBMA and WCCA RCW populations are threatened by small numbers of 

birds and genetic isolation. Plans to trans! ocate birds from other RCW populations to 
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improve genetic diversity in both populations are included in the overall management plan for 

both properties (United States Department oflnterior {USDOI}, 2003). Publically-available 

data does not indicate the presence of any other RCW groups other than the Wetappo Creek 
and Lathrop Bayou clusters. 

In addition to these two RCW populations, two documented historic RCW cavity trees/ 
clusters (circa 1980) were identified by FNAI along SR 22 in Gulf County in the vicinity of 
Oliver's Creek near the junction of Alternative Alignments 17/19 and 8/14/15. Limited 

reconnaissance along this section of SR 22 along with desktop analyses indicated that these 
cavity trees are no longer present as the habitat is dominated by various planted pine stands 

approximately 10-25 years old. 

RCW habitat typically consists of contiguous stands oflongleaf, loblolly, slash, and or pond 
pine ranging in age between 30-120 years old. Younger stands provide foraging habitat while 

older stands serve as potential sources of cavity trees. RCW clusters (aggregation of cavity 
trees) generally comprise about 10 acres. Associated foraging habitat to support RCW 

groups is contained within an adjacent area extending to 0.5 mile with most foraging habitat 

preferably found within 0.25 mile of the cluster (USFWS 2003). Extensive forested tracts 
characterized by planted pine stands dominate the landscape adjacent to the WCCA. LBMA 

is surrounded by East Bay on three sides and is adjacent to planted pine stands similar to 

those described above along its southeastern border. These planted pine stands are generally 

10-25 years old and are overburdened with midstory shrubs which, results in a vegetation 
structure unfavorable to RCWs. Alternative Alignments are located well beyond the 0.5-mile 
RCW foraging territory boundary. 

USFWS concerns about the potential for the Gulf Coast Parkway to fragment habitat that 
separates these two RCW populations have been considered. The St. Joe Company-ELM 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) addresses the management of both RCW 

populations. Nothing in the MOU indicates that these two populations are "connected". In 

fact, the Lathrop Bayou and Wetappo Creek RCW populations are located approximately 
eight miles (8) from each other. None of the alternatives would have an effect on the 

management of either RCW nesting and/or foraging habitat for both the Wetappo Creek or 
Lathrop Bayou RCW populations. In addition, the land between these two populations is 

predominantly forested (planted pine 10-25 years old - technically not even foraging habitat) 
and primarily, if not entirely, privately owned. While private landowners may chose to 

manage their land to benefit listed species, e.g., RCWs, they are not required to do so. Based 
on habitat conditions in the study area and biological requirements of the species, i.e., 

foraging territories extend out 0.5 mile from a cluster, potential direct or other effects related 
to "fragmentation" are not anticipated. 

FDOT submits that an adequate assessment of the habitat conditions associated with 
alternative alignments and the overall habitat context of the study area has been conducted. In 
light of these findings, FOOT concludes that the subject project will have no effect on the 

federally-endangered RCW. 
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Comment: Preliminary plant surveys identified three listed plant species associated with the altemative 
Alignments and their 300-foot buffer: white birds-in-a-nest (Macbridea Alba) (Altemative 
8/14/15), Godfrey 's butterwort (Pinguicula ionantha) (Altematives 8/17 buffer), and Florida 
skullcap (Scutellaria floridana)(Altematives 8/14/15 and buffers). As indicated in the ESBA, 
additional seasonally-appropriate smveys for listed plants may be warranted for the preferred 
altemative. The Service agrees that additional comprehensive surveys are needed once the 
preferred altemative has been selected. Results should be provided in a report with maps that 
gives the methodology used, calendar date of surveys, plant locations, number of plants 
observed, and location of survey transects. The secondary and cumulative impacts to 
federally protected and other rare plants should also be assessed. Future growth target areas 
identified by the Delphi Group along Wetappo Creek could impact locations known to 
provide habitat for the 21 most imperiled plants in Northwest Florida. Consideration should 
be given to protecting these important areas for plants as you begin mitigation planning for 
this project. Strategic mitigation can be an effective tool in addressing the direct, indirect, 
and cumulative effects of a new roadway in a watershed with minimal development impacts. 

The Service recommends modifYing the plant conservation measure to read: "Impacts to 
listed plants should be avoided and minimized to the extent practicable". If the project has 
unavoidable impacts to listed plants, Section 7(a)(2) of the Act requires federal agencies to 
formally consult with the Service to ensure that actions they authorize, fund, or carry out do 
not jeopardize the continued existence of threatened and endangered species. 

Response: A 2001 report by The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and Florida Natural Areas Inventory 
(FNAI) identified 21 plant species in northwest Florida, that in their opinion, are in need of 
protection due to be being rare and in danger of being extirpated due to being on private 
lands. Shapefiles were provided with the report that identified three areas on private lands in 
the study area that support rare communities including: Ridges of Gulf County (9,825 acres); 
Wetappo Creek South (3,543 acres), and Sandy Creek Bogs (6,998 acres). As described in 
the ESBAR, the initial desktop evaluation included data from the most current FNAI report 
(2007) for the area. As the PD&E study progressed and field surveys were conducted across 
various alignments, proposed alignment footprints changed several times to address a variety 
of different potential impacts including those to listed species actually observed in the field. 
The results of the data synthesis and field reconnaissance indicated that listed plant species 
occurrences within the respective alignments and buffers and potential involvement was 
minimal. 

The above referenced areas harboring rare plant communities were avoided to the greatest 
extent practicable during the PD&E stage of this project. The Ridges of Gulf County has 
been completely avoided. The majority of potential involvement with Sandy Creek Bogs and 
Wetappo Creek South are associated with existing paved highways, SR 22 and CR 386, 
respectively. Of the "21 most imperiled species" identified by FNAI and TNC, only 4 species 
are located within the "3 Rare Plant Areas" and 3 of these species are state listed ((Aster 
spinulosus- currently Eurybia spinulosus, Eriocaulon nigrobractatum, andXyris isoetifolia). 
The only federally-listed plant is Florida skullcap, which is found 4 miles east of Altemative 
Aligrunent 8/14/15. The "TNC-FNAI 21 species report" was developed at a coarse scale for 
the entire panhandle (Jefferson County to Alabama). Surveys conducted by project biologists 
were more current and thorough, as was the project-specific FNAI Report. 

As is the case with all FDOT projects, listed and even rare (un-listed species) will be avoided 
and impacts minimized to the extent practicable. Depending on the altemative selected, it is 
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possible that there may be very minimal involvement with the areas identified as having rare 
species. Once a preferred alternative is selected supplemental seasonal surveys are 
anticipated to determine accurate and current impacts to listed species. 

The plant conservation measure in the ESBA has been modified as requested. 

Comment: The service considers the state-listed Panama City crayfish (PCC) to be a "species of special 
concern". While this designation provides no regulatory protection under the Act, the Service 
is currently reviewing a petition for listing the PCC. Habitat loss and degradation are 
considered the greatest threats to its future survival. Our office is working in partnership with 
the FFWCC and a private landowner on a Candidate Conservation Agreement with 
Assurances (CCAA) to protect and manage habitat for the PCC. Measures to protect the PCC 
and proactively address threats may help avoid the need for future federal listing. 

The ESBA estimates that the western portion of all five alternatives may impact 124.3 acres 
ofPCC core and secondaty soils. FWC data identified multiple PCC occun·ences along Star 
Avenue and Tram Road, locations known for their high density ofPCC. You have indicated 
that coordination will take place with the FWC and site-specific surveys will likely be 
required for the preferred alternative. Your conclusion that the proposed project may affec t, 
but is NLAA the PCC is not supported by the information provided in the ESBA. The draft 
Panama City Crayfish Management Plan (2007) indicates that an FWC Incidental Take 
Permit will be needed for activities that result in take of the PCC or its habitat. To address 
the potential direct and indirect habitat losses consistent with the draft plan, mitigation for 
loss ofPCC habitat should be provided at a ratio that demonstrates a net benefit to the 
species. For example, mitigation at a ratio of 2:1 where one acre of PCC habitat loss is offset 
with two acres of PCC habitat restored, would provide an overall benefit to the species. 

Response: The USFWS did not finalize the CCAA with the private landowner and it is currently not 
being considered as necessary. 

The Panama City Crayfish Management Plan (2007) is still a draft. Any potential mitigation 
requirements or a state-issued incidental take permit will be addressed by the project sponsor 
and the FFWCC dmi.ng design and permitting. According to the FFWCC website (accessed 
on October 16, 2012) http://myfwc.com/wildlifehabitats/imperiledllisting-process/) the draft 
management plan for the Panama City crayfish will be finalized by spring 2013. Based on 
this information and the status of the species, FDOT still concludes that tins project is 
MANLAA for the Panama City crayfish. 

Potential conservation measures for this state-listed species will be addressed by the project 
sponsor and FFWCC. 

Comment : The FDOT has determ.ined that the proposed alternatives will have "no effect' on the wood 
stork. However, the ESBA indicates that there is potential wood stork habitat within the GCP 
study area. While the nearest nesting colonies are in Leon County, Florida, wood storks may 
occur wherever suitable habitat is present. They sometimes forage and roost well beyond 
known nesting locations. For example, wood storks are routinely sighted on NWFWNID 
wetland restoration sites in Waslungton and Santa Rosa counties. Since occurrences are rare 
in Gulf and Bay Counties, the effects of the work are likely to be insignificant (too small to 
measure) and discountable (extremely unlikely to occur) . Therefore, the Service could 
concur with a determination that the proposed alternatives may affect, but are NLAA the 
wood stork. 
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Response: Based on the data collected and reviewed for the ESBAR, the distance to the closest CFA (-
50 miles to the east), the fact that any wood storks observed in this area would be considered 
"transient", and that USFWS concurred with a "no effecf ' detennination for the nearby West 
Bay Parkway Segments 1 and 2 in Bay County (very similar habitat conditions and landscape 
features), FOOT concludes that this project will have "no effect" on wood storks. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Vann 
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United States Department of the Interior 

IN REPLY REFER TO: 

Mr. Brandon Bruner 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Field Office 

1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, FL 32405-3721 

Tel: (850) 769-0552 
Fax: (850) 763-2177 

June 1, 2011 

,: ·=cElVED 
' ; 3 (011 

4'. oi,)1 .. u:NTAL MANAGEM>:N" 
OFFICE 

District Project Development Engineer 
Florida Department of Transportation 
Post Office Box 607 
Chipley, Florida 32428-0607 

Attn: Mr. Alan Vann 

Dear Mr. Bruner: 

Re: FWS No. 2011-I-0304 
Florida Department of Transportation 
Gulf Coast Parkway PD&E Study 
Wetlands Evaluation Report 
Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
Bay, Gulf, and Calhoun Counties, Florida 

Thank you for your letter to the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) dated April20, 2011, 
providing the above-referenced project reports for our review. The Endangered Species 
Biological Report (ESBA) was reviewed separately and comments were provided by this office 
in a letter dated May 20, 2011. This response is provided in accordance with provisions of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) ofl973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (48 Stat. 401 , as amended; 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) (16 U.S.C. 703-712), and the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 4231 et seq.). 

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT) propose to construct a new roadway- the Gulf Coast Parkway (GCP)- connecting US 
98 in Gulf County to US 231 and US 98 in Bay County, Florida. Five Alternatives (8, 14, 15, 17, 
and 19) and a No-Build Alternative are being studied during the Project, Design, and 
Environment (PD&E) phase of the project. The Service is a cooperating agency on the 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). At this time, no preferred alternative has been identified. 
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The GCP is proposed as a four-lane divided roadway with both rural and urban sections. Within 
a 168-foot right-of-way (ROW), the typical urban section will include a 46-foot grassed median 
and the following in each direction: two 12-foot travel lanes; paved 4-foot inside and 6.5-foot 
outside shoulders; 5-foot sidewalks, and a closed curb-and-gutter drainage system with 
storm water treatment. The typical rural section has a 250-foot ROW and will include a 64-foot 
grassed median and the following in each direction: two 12-foot travel lanes; paved 2-foot inside 
and 5-foot outside shoulders; and open drainage swales. A 12-foot shared use path will be 
located on one side of the roadway. Length varies from approximately 28 to 33 miles. All build 
alternatives include high level bridges either over Wetappo Creek and the Intra-coastal Waterway 
(ICWW) (Alternatives 8, 14, and 15) or over East Bay (Alternatives 17 and 19). Initially, only 
two 12-foot lanes within either typical section will be constructed. Design speed is 50 mph for 
the urban sections and 65 mph for the rural roadway. 

Wetland Evaluation Report 

The Service identified the GCP as a Potential Dispute during the 2007 Efficient Transportation 
Decision Making (ETDM) review process due to its high potential to have a significant direct, 
indirect, and cumulative impact on water resources that support numerous fish, wildlife, and 
plant species, including federally protected and other rare species. The FDOT developed a 
Wetlands Action Plan in 2007 to address agency concerns and resolve the Potential Dispute. 
After review of the Wetlands Evaluation Report, the following items warrant further discussion: 

1. Some wetlands identified as low quality (page 5-1 0) may have a high potential for rare 
plant and wildlife habitat. The "openness" of maintained powerline easements can result 
in a diverse herbaceous layer in locations with remnant wet prairie. Ditches (510D), 
utility transmission lines (817W), and powerline easements (832W) may provide habitat 
for the Panama City crayfish (PCC) - a species of concern for the Service and a state­
protected wildlife species. Within the range of the PCC, the Uniform Mitigation 
Assessment Method (UMAM) scores should be higher to reflect the potential for PCC 
occurrence in these wetland types. 

2. In Section 7 (page 7-1), the report notes that regulatory agencies in Northwest Florida 
require an assessment of the indirect effects to wetlands within 300 feet of the alignment 
boundaries. The 300-foot secondary effect distance has routinely been used when 
evaluating wetland dredge-and-fill permits for the expansion of existing roadways. The 
secondary effects of a new roadway in a previously minimally-developed environment 
can be expected to have large-scale landscape effects by: facilitating habitat 
fragmentation; disrupting wildlife movement corridors; introducing roadside invasive and 
exotic species; and providing new points of human access. Such broad-scale effects can 
occur at distances of over 1000 meters from the road surface (Forman et. a!. 2003). The 
Service recommends using a greater than 300-foot indirect effect distance for sections of 
the GCP that do not follow existing roadways. This should be part of the detailed and 
comprehensive assessment of indirect and cumulative wetland effects to be conducted 
after a preferred alignment is selected. 
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3. In Section 8 (page 8-1), FDOT indicates that wetland impacts will be mitigated using 
either Florida statute approved mitigation (373.4137 F.S.), mitigation banks, or property 
donations. The Service recommends developing a mitigation plan at the earliest time 
conceivable well in advance of the wetland dredge-and-fill permit application. A 
carefully-considered mitigation plan can be a valuable tool toward offsetting unavoidable 
wetland losses, meeting conservation goals, preventing "missed opportunities", and 
proactively addressing the threats of future secondary and cumulative growth. 

We encourage taking a holistic approach to mitigation planning for the GCP that balances 
transportation needs, conservation priorities, and growth management concerns. Due to 
the potential for this new roadway to highly alter the surrounding landscape, mitigation 
for impacts should be strategically-located to protect important water/wetland resources 
and help achieve regional conservation objectives. A landscape planning effort using 
tools such as Strategic Conservation Planning Using a Green Infrastructure Approach, 
Sector Planning, or a Regional General Permit would assist in identifying conservation 
priorities while providing a mechanism to direct growth away from key resources at-risk. 
In November 2010, the Service hosted a local training on Green Infrastructure to 
familiarize our partners with its principles. The Service is available to work with FDOT 
and FHW A toward developing and implementing a regional Green Infrastructure Plan for 
the project area. 

4. Measures to reduce the GCP's direct and indirect effects to wetlands (and the fish, 
wildlife, and plant resources they support) should be provided once a preferred alternative 
is determined. These commitments should include: environmentally-sensitive bridging of 
waters and high quality resources; protecting riparian corridors along Wetappo Creek and 
Little Sandy Creek to maintain connectivity between two populations of the red-cockaded 
woodpecker; acquisition and restoration of habitat for the PCC; reducing the project 
footprint in high quality habitat; stringent limited access; avoiding imperiled plants, 
including areas identified by the Nature Conservancy and Florida Natural Areas Inventory 
as important to the survival of the 21 most imperiled plant species in the Florida 
panhandle; provide wildlife crossings to reduce habitat fragmentation for the Florida 
black bear and other wide-ranging species; an erosion control plan to prevent degradation 
of downstream waters; water quality protection measures; post-project monitoring to 
identify and control invasive and exotic species; and measures to reduce impacts to 
migratory birds. 

5. The Wetlands Action Plan indicated there would be agency coordination throughout the 
PD&E process. As indicated in Section 9, no coordination has taken place with the 
Service to discuss and resolve wetland concerns since 2007. We recommend periodic 
meetings to further progress toward resolving the Potential Dispute. 

Indirect and Cumulative Impacts Report 

The Service identified the GCP as a Potential Dispute during the 2007 review process due to its 
high potential to have significant secondary and cumulative impacts on wetlands, and wildlife 
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and their habitat. The FDOT developed an Indirect and Cumulative Effects Action Plan in 2007 
to address agency concerns and resolve the Potential Dispute. Several interagency meetings have 
been held to discuss assessment approaches for determining secondary and cumulative effects. 
After review of the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, the Service has the following 
comments: 

1. Table 5-18 indicates that 60.6% of the Potentially Affected Resource Area (PARA) for 
Water Quality is verified impaired waters. How was this calculation made, as only one 
basin (East Bay) in the referenced Florida Department of Environmental Protection 2006 
Water Quality Assessment Report is identified as verified impaired? As Class II shellfish 
waters, this water body was determined to be verified impaired for fecal coliforms. 

2. The report suggests that future development may provide beneficial effects to water 
quality in impaired basins through improved stormwater management. Additional 
support should be provided for this statement. Generally, storm water treatment is 
designed to mitigate the effects of new development and does not provide overall 
watershed improvement, unless existing systems are being retrofitted. 

3. Other metrics may be available to better identify potential future effects to water quality 
in the PARA. For example, studies have shown that water quality degradation can begin 
with as little as 10% impervious surface in a watershed (Schueler 1994; Schueler and 
Holland 2000; Arnold and Gibbons 1996). Determining the percent impervious surface 
of predicted future development within individual water bodies in the PARA may be a 
more useful tool in determining which water bodies are at-risk of future water quality 
degradation as an indirect and cumulative effect of the GCP. 

4. The Delphi Group has indicated that none of the forecasted new coastal growth is 
associated with the Build Alternatives. It seems likely that the GCP - as a new coastal 
connector road - will have some degree of effect on coastal growth. 

5. Page 4-33 indicates that any commensal species, including the Eastern indigo snake, 
captured during gopher tortoise relocation efforts, must be relocated to a certified gopher 
tortoise recipient site. The Service recommends that you first follow Eastern Indigo 
Snake Standard Construction Conditions and allow the snake sufficient time to move out 
of the construction area. If the snake must be moved, only personnel authorized under a 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 10 permit may handle this federally protected 
species. A state gopher tortoise permit does not provide authorization for moving the 
Eastern indigo snake. 

6. For the Florida black bear, the Service' s greatest concern is the fragmentation of its 
habitat by a new future four-lane roadway. If the road becomes a barrier to movement, it 
could eliminate access to habitat. For example, bears in the Apalachicola population 
could lose all suitable habitat to the west of the road. Measures to offset fragmentation 
should be identified in the report. These measures may include construction of wildlife 
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crossings, reducing speed limits, prioritizing corridors that reduce east-west habitat 
fragmentation, and/or minimizing the overall footprint in high quality habitat areas. 

7. On page 4-4 7, habitat for the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) is prioritized by nesting 
habitat (highest), foraging habitat, and a flight/dispersal corridor between the two known 
tracts (lowest). All these habitat types are priorities for the Panama City Field Office, and 
should be identified by function rather than an assigned relative importance. Measures to 
offset impacts to the flight corridor could include protection/management of suitable 
habitat within the corridor. Another potential secondary effect of the GCP is a reduced 
ability to manage existing RCW tracts by prescribed burning due to smoke management 
concerns. Other secondary effects in addition to new growth should be discussed in the 
report. 

8. The RCW PARA should be the same as the Wildlife PARA, as RCW may potentially 
occur wherever suitable habitat is present and not just within known tracts. 

9. Page 4-50 refers to a single 59-acre site for the "21 most imperiled species". It is unclear 
what site the document is referencing. The Service provided information to Greg Garrett, 
PBS&J, in a note dated October 16, 2009, on a 200 I report by The Nature Conservancy 
and Florida Natural Areas Inventory that identified areas important to the survival of the 
21 most imperiled plant species in the Florida panhandle. A copy of the report and a 
geographic information system (GIS) shapefile were also provided at that time. Several 
ofthese important plant areas occur in the study area, including: Ridges of Gulf County 
(9,825 acres); Wetappo Creek South (3,543 acres), and Sandy Creek Bogs (6,998 acres). 
The Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report should be updated to accurately assess 
potential effects to the "21 most imperiled plant species". 

10. Page 4-43 indicates that since the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
(FWC) and Service are working on a Candidate Conservation Agreement with 
Assurances (CCAA) with a major private landowner to protect habitat for the Panama 
City crayfish (PCC) "it is assumed that a core population ofPCC will be managed in 
perpetuity ... Therefore, any induced development ... was determined not to have a 
substantial adverse effect on the PCC". The intent of the CCAA, which has yet to be 
finalized, is to provide sufficient habitat to offset direct losses from projects sponsored by 
the landowner. Under the Build Alternative, the potential for 124.3 acres direct and 1,329 
to 1,774 acres indirect loss ofPCC habitat could have a substantial impact on the PCC. 
The Service is concerned that cumulative effects could impact up to 26.7% ofPCC 
habitat. The report should include commitments to address potential habitat loss 
consistent with the draft 2007 Panama City Crayfish Management Plan during the FWC 
incidental take permitting process. 

11. On page 6-1, the list of Past, Present, and Reasonable Foreseeable Actions should also 
include: Gulf-to-Bay Highway Segments 1, 2, and 3; St. Joe Company WindMark Phase 
I and future phases; St. Joe Company RiverCamp on Sandy Creek; Biomass Gas and 
Electric Biofuels Facility; Port St. Joe port expansion; Bay Industrial Park; St. Joe 
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Company Bonfire Beach; Deer Point Elementary School; Creekside Partners LLC; St. Joe 
Company The Landing at W etappo Creek; and Sweetwater Mitigation Bank. 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Comments provided by the Service on the ESBA, Wetlands Evaluation Report, and Indirect and 
CtuTiulative Effects Report should be addressed in the final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS). Conservation measures and commitments should be provided to avoid and minimize 
impacts to federally protected and other rare species, and their habitats consistent with 
recommendations from the Service. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments. We look forward to working with you as 
we continue informal consultation on this project. Please contact Ms. Mary Mittiga (ext. 236) if 
you have any questions or comments. 
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Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 

Dr. Donald W. Imm 
US Fish and Wildlife Service 
1601 Balboa Avenue 
Panama City, Florida 32405-3721 

Re: Re: Gulf Coast Parkway 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
Connty: Bay, Calhonn and Gulf 
Wetlands Evaluation Report 

Chipley, Florida 32428 

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report 
Dmft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Dr. Imm 

OFF1CE OF THE 
SECRETARY 

Thank you for your comments on the Wetlands Evaluation Report, Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Report, and Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the above referenced project. The following 
presents our proposed responses to those comments. 

Wetland Evaluation Report 

Comment: Some wetlands identified as low quality (page 5-1 0) may have a high potential for rare plant 
and wildlife habitat. The "openness" of maintained powerline easements can result in a 
diverse herbaceous layer in locations with remnant wet prairie. Ditches (510D), utility 
transmission lines (817W), and powerline easements (832W) may provide habitat for the 
Panama City crayfish (PCC)- a species of concern for the Service and a state-protected 
wildlife species. Within the range of the PCC, the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method 
(UMAM) scores should be higher ro reflect the potential for PCC occurrence in these wetland 
types. 

Response: Given the size, scope, number of alternative corridors, and number of alternative alignments 
considered for this project since 2003, UMAM scores were generalized for the various 
wetland habitats encountered. This level of detail is warranted and appropriate for PD&E 
studies. The assertion for "higher scores" in certain areas is taken nnder advisement and may 
prove to be true should this project go to permitting and wetland-specific UMAM scores are 
generated to support the overall assessment of wetland impacts via the ERP application 
process. 

Comment: In Section 7 (page 7-1), the report notes that regulatory agencies in Northwest Florida require 
an assessment of the indirect effects to wetlands within 300 feet of the alignment bonndaries. 
The 300-foot secondary effect distance has routinely been used when evaluating wetland 
dredge-and-fill permits for the expansion of existing roadways. The secondary effects of a 
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new roadway in a previously minimally-developed environment can be expected to have 
large-scale landscape effects by: facilitating habitat fragmentation; disrupting wildlife 
movement corridors; introducing roadside invasive and exotic species; and providing new 
points of human access. Such broad-scale effects can occur at distances of over 1000 meters 
from the road surface (Forman et. a!. 2003). The Service recommends using a greater than 
300-foot indirect effect distance for section of the GCP that do not follow existing roadways. 
This should be part of the detailed and comprehensive assessment of indirect and cumulative 
wetland effects to be conducted after a preferred alignment is selected. 

Response: Additional assessments of indirect and cumulative wetland effects, i.e. beyond the 300-foot 
indirect effects distance, will be considered, as warranted (wouldn't be necessary in an area 
void of wetlands) for the preferred alternative during design and wetlands permitting. 

Comment: In Section 8 (page 8-1), FDOT indicates that wetland impacts will be mitigated using either 
Florida statute approved mitigation (373.4137 F.S.), mitigation banks, or property donations. 
The Service recommends developing a mitigation plan at the earliest time conceivable well in 
advance of the wetland dredge-and-fill pennit application. A carefully-considered mitigation 
plan can be a valuable tool toward offsetting unavoidable wetland losses, meeting 
conservation goals, preventing "missed opportunities", and proactively addressing the threats 
of future secondary and cumulative growth. 

We encourage taking a holistic approach to mitigation planning for the GCP that balances 
transportation needs, conservation priorities, and growth management concerns. Due to the 
potential for this new roadway to highly alter the surrounding landscape, mitigation for 
impacts should be strategically-located to protect important water/wetland resources and help 
achieve regional conservation objectives. A landscape planning effort using tools such as 
Strategic Conservation Planning Using a Green Infrastructure Approach, Sector Planning, or 
a Regional general Permit would assist in identifYing conservation priorities while providing 
a mechanism to direct growth away from key resources at-risk. In November 2010, the 
Service hosted a local training on Green Infrastructure to familiarize our pattners with its 
principles. The Service is available to work with FDOT and FHW A toward developing and 
implementing a regional Green Infrastructure Plan for the project area. 

Response: Agreed. 

Comment: Measures to reduce the GCP's direct and indirect effects to wetlands (and the fish, wildlife, 
and plant resources they support) should be provided once a preferred alternative is 
determined. These commitments should include: environmentally-sensitive bridging of 
waters and high quality resources; protecting riparian corridors along Wetappo Creek and 
Little Sandy Creek to maintain connectivity between two population of the red-cockaded 
woodpecker; acquisition and restoration of habitat for the PCC; reducing the project footprint 
in high quality habitat; stringent limited access; avoiding imperiled plant species in the 
Florida panhandle; provide wildlife crossings to reduce habitat fragmentation for the Florida 
black bear and other wide-ranging species; an erosion control plan to prevent degradation of 
downstream waters; water quality protection measures; post-project monitoring to identifY 
and control invasive and exotic species; and measures to reduce impacts to migratory birds. 

Response: WER Section 8 (Avoidance, Minimization, Mitigation, and Commitments) currently states: 
"Avoidance and minimization of potential wetland and surface water involvement was central 
to both corridor and alignment development. Direct involvement with wetlands and surface 
waters (creeks, streams, ditches) will occur as a result of roadway construction activities. 
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Recognizing this, efforts have been made throughout the Project Development and 
Environment (PD&E) process via desktop analyses and subsequent field surveys to identify 
routes that may result in fewer wetland impacts - especially those potentially involving 
higher quality wetlands. During the project design phase, jurisdictional wetlands will be field­
delineated resulting in a more detailed assessment of wetland involvement (quantity and 
quality) for the Recommended Alternative. These detailed field assessments may facilitate 
further reductions in potential wetland involvement through minor shifts of the 
Recommended Alternative, if practicable. Direct and indirect wetland impacts will be 
minimized through appropriate stormwater design, and utilization of Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) at wetland, bay, and stream crossings (especially East Bay and Wetappo 
Creek) during construction." 

In keeping with the format utilized in other PD&E documents, additional commitments have 
been included in the updated ESBAR Sections 8 (Determination of Effect) and 10.2 
(Conservation Measures and Commitments). If warranted and practicable, additional 
measures identified by USFWS (and discussed below) will be addressed during project 
design and wetland permitting to reduce direct and indirect effects to wetlands and associated 
plants and animals for the preferred/recommended alternative. 

• environmentally-sensitive bridging of waters and high quality resources: updated in 
ESBAR; 

• protecting riparian corridors along Wetappo Creek and Little Sandy Creek to maintain 
connectivity between two populations of the red-cockaded woodpecker: updated in 
ESBAR; 

• acquisition and restoration ofPCC habitat: discussed in ESBAR. The referenced 
management plan for this state listed species of special concern is still a draft. Any 
potential mitigation requirements or a state-issued incidental take permit will be 
addressed by the project sponsor and FWC during design and pennitting. According to 
FFWCC website (accessed on October 16, 2012, 
http ://myfwc.com/wildlifehabitats/imperi ledllisting-process/) the draft management plan 
of the Panama City crayfish will be fmalized by spring 2013. Based on tllis information 
and the status of the species, FDOT still concludes that tllis project MANLAA the PCC. 

• reducing the project footprint in high quality habitat: standard practice during PD&E 
process; considered further for the prefe1Ted alternative during design/permitting 

• stringent limited access: not appropriate for this project given its purpose and need; 
• avoiding imperiled plants, including areas identified by TNC and FNAI (21 most 

imperiled plant species in the Florida panhandle): addressed in ESBAR; see response to 
Comment 9 ICE. 

• provide wildlife crossings to reduce habitat fragmentation for the Florida black bear and 
other wide-ranging species: addressed in ESBAR; 

• an erosion control plan to prevent degradation of downstream waters: commitments have 
been added to ESBAR; 

• water quality protection measures: commitments have been added to ESBAR; 
• post-project monitoring to identify and control invasive and exotic species: No specific 

plan is needed at this time. FDOT has a ROW maintenance program that encourages 
native plant diversity and habitat connectivity. FDOT also has a program that considers 
the management/control of invasive/exotic species 
http ://www .dot.state.fl .us/statemai ntenanceoffi ce/i nvasivespeci es.shtm 
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• measures to reduce impacts to migratory birds: No rookeries were observed or identified 
in public databases. Listed migratory birds were fully considered in the ESBAR and, 
along with un-listed migratory birds, were considered to be transient. 

Comment: The Wetlands Action Plan indicated there would be agency coordination throughout the 
PD&E process. As indicated in Section 9, no coordination has taken place with the Service 
to discuss and resolve wetland concerns since 2007. We recommend periodic meetings to 
further progress toward resolving the Potential Dispute. 

Response: Further coordination with the USFWS is planned to be conducted following the public 
hearing and prior to recommendation of a preferred alternative. 

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report 

Comment: Table 5-18 indicates that 60.6% of the Potentially Affected Resource Area (PARA) for Water 
Quality is verified impaired waters. How was this calculation made, as only one basin (East 
Bay) in the referenced Florida Department of Environmental Protection 2006 Water Quality 
Assessment Report is identified as verified impaired? As Class II shellfish waters, this water 
body was determined to be verified impaired for fecal coliforms. 

Response: Since this report was prepared, the FDEP has published revisions to their lists of impaired 
waters as result of the second rotation of water quality assessment. Therefore, this table has 
been revised. 

The calculation of the area of verified impaired waters within the PARA was made by 
calculating the area of verified impaired waters that fell within the PARA boundary and 
dividing by the total area of the PARA. 

Based on FDEP's data published after the second rotation of water quality assessment, East 
Bay is verified impaired for bacteria (in shellfish) and mercury (in fish tissue). 

Comment: The report suggests that future development may provide beneficial effects to water quality in 
impaired basins through improved stormwater management. Additional support should be 
provided for this statement. Generally, stormwater treatment is designed to mitigate the 
effects of new development and does not provide overall watershed improvement, unless 
existing systems are being retrofitted. 

Response: The statement has been removed. 

Comment: Other metrics may be available to better identifY potential future effects to water quality in 
the PARA. For example, studies have shown that water quality degradation can begin with as 
little as 10% impervious surface in a watershed (Schueler 1994; Schueler and Holland 2000; 
Arnold and Gibbons 1996). Determining the percent impervious surface of predicted future 
development within individual water bodies in the PARA may be a more useful tool in 
determining which water bodies are at-risk of future water quality degradation as an indirect 
and cumulative effect of the GCP. 

Response: Since there are no development plans for the forecasted future developments only a general 
estimate of future impervious cover could be calculated. These calculations were made for 
the study area as a whole and by drainage basin. 
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Comment: The Delphi Group has indicated that none of the forecasted new coastal growth is associated 
with the Build Alternatives. It seems likely that the GCP- as a new coastal connector road­
will have some degree of effect on coastal growth. 

Response: The Delphi Group indicated that the on-going and known planned developments would 
accommodate the projected population in the coastal area within the study period. The 
discussion has been revised to include additional information for the basis of no increase in 
population projections in the coastal area during the study period. These include the schedule 
for the project's construction and the study area's competition with west Bay County for any 
population migrating into the County. 

Please note, that there was some increased development in the coastal area associated with 
the alternatives. This development was mostly office/commercial type development; 
however, there was a residential component. llte residential component was not the result of 
migration from outside the study area but due to the allocation of projected population to this 
area due to the presence of the project. Also, on the assumption that the coastal area would 
eventually develop similar to other coastal areas of the Panhandle, some of the residential 
component would be in the form of condominiums which have a much smaller footprint than 
subdivision type development and would likely occur where existing single-family homes are 
purchased by investors for redevelopment. Certainly redevelopment would need to occur for 
the area to be competitive with the Panama City Beach area. 

Comment: Page 4-33 indicates that any commensal species, including the Eastern indigo snake, captured 
during gopher tortoise relocation efforts, must be relocated to a certified gopher tortoise 
recipient site. The Service recommends that you first follow Eastern Indigo Snake Standard 
Construction Conditions and allow the snake sufficient time to move out of the constmction 
area. If the snake must be moved, only personnel authorized under a U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Section 10 pe1mit may handle this federally protected species. A state gopher tortoise 
permit does not provide authorization for moving the Eastern indigo snake. 

Response: Agreed. All necessary permits will be sought per the federal Endangered Species Act. 
Language in WER, ESBAR, ICE Rep011, and DEIS for tltis section will be modified 
accordingly. Commitments have been updated in the ESBAR and WER, as necessary. 

Comment: For the Florida black bear, the Service's greatest concern is the fragmentation of its habitat by 
a new future four-lane roadway. If tlte road becomes a barrier to movement, it could eliminate 
access to habitat. For example, bears in the Apalachicola population could lose all suitable 
habitat to the west of the road. Measures to offset fragmentation should be identified in the 
repo1t. These measures may include construction of wildlife crossings, reducing speed limits, 
prioritizing corridors that reduce east-west habitat fragmentation, and/or minimizing the 
overall footprint in high quality habitat areas. 

Response: The Florida black bear is a state-listed species protected by the FFWCC. llte analysis of 
indirect and cumulative effects on the black bear was coordinated with the FFWCC and the 
Agency Advisory Group p1ior to conducting the analysis. The direct and indirect (non­
induced growth effects of the project alternatives and measures for offsetting impacts 
(including consideration of wildlife crossings) have been addressed in the ESBAR and the 
Wildlife and Habitat sections of the DEIS. The ICE analysis, while including the project's 
quantifiable direct effects and indirect effects and acknowledging unquantifiable indirect 
effects, is prima1ily focused on the quantifiable induced growth effects of tlte project and the 
effects of the reasonably foreseeable future actions of others. 
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Please note that the habitat connectivity section of the Final Florida Black Bear Management 
Plan (approved June 27, 2012) no longer specifically identifies a conidor for east-west 
movement between the Eglin population and the Apalachicola National Forest population. It 
does recommend promoting landscape connectivity from the East Panhandle BMU to the 
Econfina Creek Water Management Area. 

Comment: On page 4-47, habitat for the red-cockaded woodpecker (RCW) is prioritized by nesting 
habitat (highest), foraging habitat, and a flight/dispersal corridor between the two known 
tracts (lowest). All these habitat types are priorities for the Panama City Field Office, and 
should be identified by function rather than an assigned relative importance. Measures to 
offset impacts to the flight conidor could include protection/management of suitable habitat 
within the conidor. Another potential secondary effect of the GCP is a reduced ability to 
manage existing RCW tracts by prescribed burning due to smoke management concerns. 
Other seconda1y effects in addition to new growth should be discussed in the repo11 . 

Response: The analysis of RCW habitat was pe1formed in accordance with the directions provided by 
Agency Advisory Group (on which the Service had a representative), and included input from 
the FFWCC. There are no secondary effects of the project on the RCW, except for the 
potential induced growth effects discussed in the ICE Report, due to the distance of the 
alternatives from the RCW colonies' nesting and foraging habitats. The FHWA and FDOT 
are not required to offset induced growth or cumulative effects; however, the text will be 
revised in the section on mitigation opportunities to note that the management or conservation 
of suitable habitat within the potential RCW flight conidor would be consistent with the 
Service's goal to protect potential flight/dispersal conidors and that it should be a priority for 
preservation. 

Comment: The RCW PARA should be the same as the Wildlife PARA, as RCW may potentially occur 
wherever suitable habitat is present and not just within known tracts. 

Response: The PARA for the red-cockaded woodpecker was established with the ICE Agency Advisory 
Group and, therefore, will not be changed. Further, the identification of the locations of 
RCW populations, as well as those for any other federally-listed species, is limited to that 
which is available via public sources/websites. Considerations beyond that would be based 
on an inappropriate and misleading premise that RCW nesting habitat exists because pine­
dominated forests exist. Furthermore, given RCW life history traits and foraging territmy 
boundaries, there would be no involvement by the project on any level outside of the 0.5 mile 
foraging territory boundary per active cluster. All alternatives for tins project are outside the 
foraging tenitory boundaries for the only known RCW populations within the project area 
(Wetappo Creek and Lathrop Bayou). 

Comment: Page 4-50 refers to a single 59-acre site for the "21 most imperiled species". It is unclear what 
site the document is referencing. The Service provided information to Greg Garrett, PBS&J, 
in a note dated October 16, 2009, on a 2001 report by The Nature Conservancy and Florida 
Natural Areas Inventory that identified areas impmtant to the survival of the 21 most 
imperiled plant species in the Florida panhandle. A copy of the report and a geographic 
infmm ation system (GIS) shapefile were also provided at that time. Several of these 
important plant areas occur in the study area, including: Ridges of Gulf County (9, 825 acres); 
Wetappo Creek South (3,543 acres), and Sandy Creek Bogs (6,998 acres). The Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects Report should be updated to accurately assess potential effects to the "21 
most imperiled plant species". 
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Response: The ICE Report has been revised to include the missing information. 

A 2001 report by The Nature Conservancy (TNC) and Florida Natural Areas Inventory 
(FNAI) identified 21 plant species in northwest Florida, that in their opinion, are in need of 
protection due to be being rare and in danger of being extirpated due to being on private 
lands. Shapefiles were provided with the report that identified three areas on private lands in 
the study area that support rare communities including: Ridges of Gulf County (9,825 acres); 
Wetappo Creek South (3,543 acres), and Sandy Creek Bogs (6,998 acres). As described in 
the ESBAR, the initial desktop evaluation included data from the most current FNAI report 
(2007) for the area. As the PD&E study progressed and field surveys were conducted across 
various alignments, proposed alignment footprints changed several times to address a variety 
of different potential impacts including those to listed species actually obsetved in the field. 
The results of the data synthesis and field reconnaissance indicated that listed plant species 
occurrences within the respective alignments and buffers and potential involvement was 
minimal. 

The above referenced areas harboring rare plant communities were avoided to the greatest 
extent practicable during the PD&E stage of this project. The Ridges of Gulf County has 
been completely avoided. The majority of potential involvement with Sandy Creek Bogs and 
Wetappo Creek South are associated with existing paved highways, SR 22 and CR 386, 
respectively. Of the "21 most imperiled species" identified by FNAI and TNC, only 4 species 
are located within the "3 Rare Plant Areas" and 3 of these species are state listed (Aster 
spinulosus - currently Eurybia spinulosus, Eriocaulon nigrobractatum, andXyris isoetifolia). 
The only federally-listed plant is Florida skullcap, which is found 4 miles east of Alternative 
Alignment 8/14/15. The "TNC-FNAI 21 species report" was developed at a coarse scale for 
the entire panhandle (Jefferson County to Alabama). Surveys conducted by project biologists 
were more current and thorough, as was the project-specific FNAI Report. 

As is the case with all FDOT projects, listed species and even rare (un-listed species) will be 
avoided and impacts minimized to the extent practicable. Depending on the alternative 
selected it is possible that there may be very minimal involvement with the areas identified as 
having rare species. Once a preferred alternative is selected supplemental seasonal surveys 
are anticipated to determine accurate and current impacts to listed species. 

Comment: Page 4-43 indicates that since the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
(FWC) and Service are working on a Candidate Conservation Agreement with Assurances 
(CCAA) with a major private landowner to protect habitat for the Panama City crayfish 
(PCC) "it is assumed that a core population of PCC will be managed in perpetuity ... 
Therefore, any induced development ... was determined not to have a substantial adverse effect 
on the PCC". The intent of the CCAA, which has yet to be finalized, is to provide sufficient 
habitat to offset direct losses from projects sponsored by the landowner. Under the Build 
Alternative, the potential for 124.3 acres direct and 1,329 to 1,774 acres indirect loss ofPCC 
habitat could have a substantial impact on the PCC. The Service is concerned that cumulative 
effects could impact up to 26.7% ofPCC habitat. The report should include commitments to 
address potential habitat loss consistent with the draft 2007 Panama City Crayfish 
Management Plan during the FWC incidental take permitting process. 

Response: One purpose of the ICE analysis is to identifY any threat to the survival of sensitive resources 
and recommend measures that can be taken (by someone other than the project's proponent) 
to offset the predicted adverse effects. The report has done that. Commitments are not part 
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of an Indirect and Cumulat'ive Effects analysis as the FOOT and FHW A are not required to 
mit'igate for the impacts of induced development or the future act'ions by others. 

Comment: On page 6-1 , the list of Past, Present, and Reasonable Foreseeable Actions should also 
include: Gulf-to-Bay Highway Segments 1,2, and 3; St. Joe Company WindMark Phase I and 
fi.1ture phases; St. Joe Company RiverCamp on Sandy Creek; Biomass Gas and Electric 
Biofuels Facility; Port St. Joe port expansion; Bay Industrial Park; St. Joe Company Bonfire 
Beach; Deer Point Elementary School; Creekside Partners LLC; St. Joe Company l11e 
Landing at Wetappo Creek; and Sweetwater Mitigation Bank. 

Response: The list will be revised to include most of the projects identified in the comment. Unless the 
Service can provide infonnation on locations and dimensions of RiverCan1p on Sandy Creek 
and Creekside Partners LLC with in the study area, they cannot be included. l11e Biomass 
Gas and Electci Biofhels Facility, Deer Point Elementary School and Port St. Joe expansions 
are thought to be located beyond the boundaries of the PARA. 

Dt·aft Environmental Impact Statement 

Comment: Comments provided by Service on the ESBA, Wetlru1ds Evaluation Report, and Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects Report should be addressed in final EIS (FEIS). Conservation measures 
and commitments should be provided to avoid ru1d minimize impacts to federally protected 
and other rare species, and their habitats consistent with recommendations of the Service. 

Response: Agreed. Updates to referenced documents will be made as necessary. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Vann 
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RECEJVED 
J~! ' l 2 2011 

FLORID A DEP ARTME~T OF ST AT~NVIAONMENTAL MANAG 
Kurt S. Browmng OFFICE EMENT 

Secretary of State 
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 

Ms. Cathy Kendall 
Federal Highway Administration, Florida Division 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

RE: SHPO/DHR Project Number: 2011-1200 
Financial Management No. : 410981-2 
Project: Cultural Resources Assessment Survey-Gulf Coast Parkway 
Bay, Calhoun, and Gulf Counties 

Dear Ms. Kendall: 

May 27,2011 

This office received and reviewed the above referenced assessment document in accordance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 as amended, 36 CFR Part 

800: Protection of Historic Prope1ties, and Chapter 267, Florida Statutes. 

It is our understanding that a phased cultural resource assessment approach was going to be 
followed for this multi-alternative corridor project. Was an archaeological predictive model 

developed and field tested as was discussed years ago? If so, was a report of the findings 
generated? It is unclear to this office if the referenced study is related to the phased study 
approach, and if so, what the purpose was for the study conducted by the Florida Depa1tment of 

Transpmtation District Three. The document does not appear complete or sufficient for purposes 

of identification and evaluation procedures contained in 36 C.F.R. Part 800; and is not consistent 
with the requirements of 1A-46, Florida Administrative Code, for a survey of a project of this 
scope and location. We have questions regarding the research and methodology for the historic 

structure aspect of this survey. 

At this t ime, this office can state that we do not concur with the evaluations for the Bay Line Rail 

Road (BY1366), referred to in this report as the Atlanta and St. Andrews Railroad, and the Kent 

Cemetery (BY1362). It is our opinion that these two properties are eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. Additionally, there is insufficient documentation to fully 
evaluate several other properties identified. The area of potential effect is not clearly defined, and 

is not adequate for purposes of a Phase I historic structures identification and evaluation survey. 

500 S. Bronough Street • Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 • http://www.flheritage.com 

0 Director's Office 
850.245.6300 • FAX: 245.6436 

0 Archaeological Research 
850.245.6444 • FAX: 245.6452 

li:!Historic Preservation 
850.245.6333 • FAX: 245.6437 
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Ms. Cathy Kendall 
SHPO/DHR 2011-1200 
May27, 2011 
Page 2 

Therefore, this office requests a meeting or teleconference with your office and all other relevant 
parties for clarification on the purpose and methodology for this cultural resource assessment, 
and how to interpret the information in the document. 

If you have any questions, please contact Alyssa McManus, Architectural Historian, 
Transportation Compliance Review Program, or Laura Kammerer, Deputy SHPO, by telephone 
at 850.245.6333. 

Sincerely, 

Laura A. Kammerer 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
for Review and Compliance 

Pc: Amanda Marshall, FDOT District 3, Chipley 
Roy Jackson, CEMO, Tallahassee 
George Ballo, CEMO, Tallahassee 
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6/24/11 FDOT Response Letter to SHPO 
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Florida Department of Transportation RICKSCOIT 
GOVERNOR 

June 24, 2011 

Ms. Laura Kammerer 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
500 S. Bronaugh Street 
Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 

I 074 Highway 90 
Chipley, FL 32428 

RE: SHPO/DHR Project Number: 2011-1200 
Financial Management No.: 410981-2 
Project: Cultural Resources Assessment Survey- Gulf Coast Parkway 
Bay, Calhoun, and Gulf Counties, FL 

Dear Ms. Kammerer: 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) recently received a letter sent by the Florida 
Department of State, Division of Historical Resources' (DHR) to Ms. Cathy Kendall at the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) in regards to the Cultural Resource Assessment Survey (CRAS) for the 
subject project. The Department has reviewed the letter from DHR and we have several issues we would 
like to address with your agency. 

First of all, DHR states that the report "does not appear to be complete or sufficient . . . " The comments 
regarding this point are vague and at no point does DHR reference any particular section of the 
assessment, which was completed in compliance with 36 C.F.R. Part 800, and IA-46, Florida 
Administrative Code, as specifically being inadequate. Based on our review of the information within 36 
C.F.R, 800 and 1A-46, Florida Administrative Code, we believe the Gulf Coast Parkway CRAS fulfills 
and exceeds the requirements set forth in these documents. Furthermore, Chapter 1A-46 makes no 
distinction for projects based on "scope and location". Other than for projects of limited scope, topics 
that are not applicable may be omitted when justified. Additionally, and in compliance with Chapter 1A-
46(h), Florida Administrative Code, Florida Master Site File forms for each archaeological site and 
historic structure, as well as a survey log sheet, were completed and included as loose attachments in the 
transmittal package. 

DHR does not acknowledge that its representatives discussed and met with project staff regarding both 
the methodology and process for this assessment, nor does it point out in any form how the completion of 
this assessment is inconsistent with the methodology and process confirmed at that meeting. However, in 
2009, FHW A requested that the District produce a Cultural Resources Corridor Probability Assessment 
Technical Memorandum which identified archaeological probability areas based on previously recorded 
archaeological sites and environmental variables. The findings of which were to be included in the 
project's Corridor Alternatives Evaluation Summary Report. This document was based on a predictive 
model developed in coordination with Brian Yates ofDHR's Transportation Compliance Review Section 

www.dot.state.fl .us 
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in 2007. Prior to the completion of this memorandum, a methodology document was approved by the 
FDOT, FHWA, and DHR. The completed document was received by DHR on Friday, August 7'h 2009. 
DHR provided no comments in response to this memorandum. 

After completion of the memorandum, the probability areas were ground-truthed prior to the assessment 
of the fmal alternatives. The criteria for the production and description of the probability areas are 
presented on pages 26 and 27 of the CRAS. After completion of a portion of the Phase I assessment, The 
District's consultant staff met with Brian Yates and Jennifer Ross on August 17tl', 2009 to discuss the 
probability assessment memorandum, to verifY the fieldwork standards utilized on the Phase I assessment 
of the alternatives developed at that time, and to determine if any additional information would be needed 
by DHR to complete their review. Mr. Yates stated that the fieldwork standards were sufficient and 
exceeded DHR's expectations. 

It is stated in DHR's letter that the Bay Line Rail Road (BYI366) and the Kent Cemetery (BYJ362) are 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Based on our analysis, these sites 
are not eligible for listing nor has DHR previously indicated in earlier meetings they should be considered 
as eligible. We will be glad to discuss this discrepancy further and provide you with additional 
information concerning these two properties 

Additionally, the CRAS was submitted to FHW A on March I, 2011. FHW A submitted the report to 
DHR on March 22, 2011. DHR provided comments on May 27, 2011. This excessive review period 
should have allowed DHR to produce more detailed comments regarding the insufficiencies of the CRAs. 

As requested in your letter, the Department agrees that it would be a good idea to meet with DHR and 
FHWA to further discuss these issues and how they can be resolved. We will be contacting you soon to 
set up a meeting. In the meantime, if you have any questions, please contact me at 850.415.9508 or bye­
mail at amanda.marshall@dot.state.fl.us. 

Sincerely, 

~~ /! f?@'"f~ 
Amanda Marshall ~1 

Cultural Resources Coordinator 

CC: Cathy Kendall- FHWA 
Alyssa McManus - SHPO 
Laura Haddock - FDOT 
Blair Martin - FDOT 
Alan Vann - FDOT 
Frank Keel - Atkins 
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5/21/12 FDOT Letter to FHWA Submitting CRAS Addendum 
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Florida Department of Transportation 
RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR District 3 

Post Office Box 607 1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, Florida 32428-0607 

District Environmental Management Office 
Post Office Box 607 
Chipley, Florida 32428-0607 

May 21, 2012 

tvlr. Martin C. Knopp, P.E. 
Division Administrator 
ATTN: Cathy Kendall 
Federal Highway Administration 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

Subject: Addendwn: A Cultural Resources Assessment of the Gulf Coast Parkway, Bay, 
Calhoun and Gulf Counties, Florida 

FPID#: 410981-2-28-01 
County: Bay, Calhoun and Gulf 

Dear Mr. Knopp: 

An addendum to the survey report entitled, A Cultural Resources Assessment of the Gulf Coast 
Parkway, Bay, Calhoun, and Gulf Counties, Florida, is attached for your review and consideration. 
After meeting with SHPO, FHW A and FOOT revisions to the original document to clarifY rep011 
graphics, the description of the APE, and field methodology were completed. Based on instruction from 
the SHPO office, these revisions were submitted directly back to your office in October 2011. After 
review by the SHPO all comments were determined to be adequately addressed, however, additional 
concerns remained about the boundaries of the Allanton Farmstead (8BY1348). Specifically, SHPO 
wanted to ensure the boundaries accurately reflected tl1e original boundaries of the century fann. 

On April 12, 2012, SHPO staff, FOOT and Atkins met to discuss these concerns. It was decided to 
extend the boundaries further to the north and east as well as e11.-tend the boundaries south to the bay, 
which according to the century farm application submitted the Florida Department of Agriculture and 
Consumer Services, reflects the original family owned lands. SHPO also inquired about tl1e status of the 
struct11re iliat appears in the pecan orchard. This structure was erroneously believed to have been 
demolished; however, a field visit in late April 2012 con finned this structure was extant. The structure is 
8BY1554. 

W\V\v.dot.state.fl . us 
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Mr. Knopp 
May 21,2012 
Page 2 

Based on our evaluations and discussions "With the SHPO staff, it rerrutins our position that completion of 
Alternative 17/19 "Will have no adverse effect to 8BY1348. Although the boundaries of the resources 
have changed they have not moved closer the proposed bridge and approaches over East Bay. The bridge 
"Will make land approximately 700 feet east of the eastern site boundary. We have included a rendering 
which shows that due to the existing vegetation and planted pine, the bridge and its approaches will not be 
visible from the eastern site boundary. The highest point of the proposed 75-foot high bridge is 
approximately 2,700 feet southeast of8BY1348. 

This information is being provided in accordance with the provisions of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, which are implemented by the procedures contained in 36 C.F.R., 
Part 800, as well as the provisions contained in Section 267.061, Florida Statutes, and Chapter lA-46, 
FloridaAdministrative Code. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Vann 
Project Manager 

Attachment 
cc: Cathy Kendall, FHWA 

Alan Vann, FDOT 
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6/1/12 SHPO Concurrence with CRAS 
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FLORIDA DEPARTMENT oi STATE 
RICK SCOTT 

Governor 

Cathy Kendall 
US Department of Transportation 
Federal Highway Administration 
Florida Division Office 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

RECEIVED 
JUN 7 2012 

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 
OFFICE 

RE: DHR Project File No.: 2012-2331 (x-ref: 2011-1200, 2011-4896) 
Received by DHR: May 24,2012 
Financial Project ID No: 410981-2-28-01 
Project: Cultural Resource Assessment Survey: Gulf Coast Parkway 
County: Bay, Calhoun, Gulf 

Dear Ms. Kendall: 

KENDETZNER 
Secretary of State 

June 1, 2012 

This office received and reviewed the above referenced project in accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended, 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of 
Historic Properties, and Chapter 267, Florida Statutes. It is the responsibility of the State Historic 
Preservation Officer to advise and assist, as appropriate, Federal and State agencies in carrying 
out their historic preservation responsibilities; to cooperate with agencies to ensure that historic 
properties are taken into consideration at all levels of planning and development; and to consult 
with the appropriate agencies in accordance with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 
as amended, on undertakings that may affect historic properties and the content and sufficiency 
of any plans developed to protect, manage, or to reduce or mitigate harm to such properties. 

This proposed project involves the construction of a new roadway connecting US 98 in Gulf 
County to US 23 1 and US 98 in Bay County. The project includes a new high-level bridge across 
the Intracoastal Waterway. Atkins completed a cultural resources assessment survey in 2011. The 
survey resulted in the identification of 25 resources. The Federal Highway Administration 
determined that all but three resources were not eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP). Three resources - 8BY1348, 8GU187, and 8GU193 - were determined eligible 
for the NRHP. It should be noted that resource 8BY1348 is a resource group that consisted of 
eight contributing elements, therefore the original number of resources determined eligible by 
FHWA was 12. 

~ 
VIVA flORIDA 500. 

DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES 
R. A. Gray Building • 500 South Bronougb Street • Tallahassee, Florida 32399-0250 

Telephone: 850.245.6300 • Facsimile: 850.245.6436 • www.flheritage.com 
Commemorating 500 years of Florida history www.flaSOO.com ~ 

VIVA flORIDA 500. 
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Ms. Cathy Kendall 
DHR Project File Number: 2012-2331 
June1,2012 
Page2 

Additional information submitted by Atkins to this office has resulted in the identification of one 

additional resource (well, 8BY1566) contributing to the NRHP-eligible Allanton Homestead 

(8BY1348). This addition resulted in a total of 9 contributing resources to the Allanton 

Homestead (8BY1348). Additional information submitted by Atkins also assisted in the 

determination of the NRHP-boundaries for the Allanton Homestead, which are documented in 

the Addendum to the Gulf Coast Parkway (May 2012, 2012-2331). 

This office concurs with the determinations of eligibility made by FHWA in March 2011 (2011-

1200) with the following exceptions: 

8BY1362- Kent Cemetery - insufficient information 

8BY1364- Kent/Majette- insufficient information 
8BY1366- Atlanta & St. Andrews Railroad - eligible for the NRHP 

Based on the location and nature of the undertaking this office concurs with the determination 

that no historic properties will be affected [as per 36 C.P.R. Part 800, § 800.4(d)(1)] by the 

proposed project. 

This office requests further consultation in regards to possible underwater archaeological 

resources and effects on these resources once a final corridor is identified. 

If you have any questions, please contact Ginny Jones, Architectural Historian, Transportation 

Compliance Review Program, via email ginnyjones@dos.myjlorida.com, or at 850.245.6333. 

Sincerely, 

Laura A. Kammerer 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
For Review and Compliance 

PC: Amanda Marshall, FDOT District 3, Chipley 
Roy Jackson, FDOT CEMO, Tallahassee/#5500 
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6/11/12 FHWA Concurrence with CRAS 
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From: Cathy.Kendall@dot.gov [cathy.Kendall@dot.gov] 
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2012 11:04 AM 
To: Marshall, Amanda 
Cc: Benito.Cunill@dot.gov 
Subject: Gulf Coast Pkwy CRAS 

Amanda, 

The SHPO has concurred with the no adverse effects determination for the Gulf Coast Parkway CRAS. SHPO 
does, however, have a difference of opinion regarding eligibility determinations for a few of the resources, and 
SHPO is requesting more information on underwater archaeological resources "once a final corridor is 
identified." 

I saw that you were copied on the SHPO concurrence Jetter, so I will keep this original for my files. Please let us 
know if you would like us to coordinate with you and SHPO on further Section 106 considerations for this 
project, such as those concerning potential underwater archaeological resources. 

Cathy Kendall, AICP 
Environmental Specialist 
FHWA- FL, PR and VI 
545 John Knox Road, Suite 200 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
{850) 553-2225 
cathy.kendall@dot.gov 
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8/31/11 Letter from the Natural Resources Conservation Service  

 

AD-1006 United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 

Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form 
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~NRCS 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 
2614 NW43 Street 
Gainesville, FL 32606 

August 31 '', 2009 

Greg Garrett 
Project Coordinator 
PBS andJ 

United States Department of Agriculture 

httpl lwww .fl .nrcs.usda .gov/ 

2639 North Momoe Street, Building C 
Tallahassee, Florida 32303 

Dear Mr. Garrett, 

state Offi ce 

P.O. Box 141510 
Gainesville . FL 32614-1510 

Phone· 352-338-9500 
FAX 352-338-9574 

Enclosed is the AD-1 006 for the Gulf Coast Parkway project in Bay, Calhoun, and Gulf Counties. 

The review ofthe Prime Farmland Maps and Prime Fannland Lists for Bay, Calhoun, and Gulf Counties 
indicates that there are Prime Farmland soils present within the defined Project Area. However, the 
impacts to Prime Farmland are confined to only Alternative 15 within Calhoun County. The affected map 
units are MU 5 (Robertsdale fine sandy loam) and MU 17 (Florala loamy sand, 0 to 2 percent slopes). 
Please see attachments for additional details. 

Since this Project encompasses 3 counties, it was necessary to complete the AD-1006 for each county. 
Attached within the zip file are 3 pdf files with the necessary AD-1006. Also, included are 2 bmp files 
containing the Prime Farmland assessment overview of all Project Alternatives and a close up of the 
impacted Prime Farmland map units (with ortho background). If you have any concerns or questions, 
please feel free to contact me. 

Additional maps, interpretations, and ratings can be obtained at the USDA-NRCS Web Soil SUIVey at: 
http ://websoilsurvey.mcs.usdagov/apW. 

Sincerely, 

Rick Robbins 
USDA-NRCS 
Soil Scientist 
Gainesville, Florida 
352.338-9536 
rick.a.robbins@fl.usdagov 

w/attachments 

cc: Byrant Brantley 

The Natural Resourc:es Conservation Service provides leadership in a partnership effort to help people 
conserve, maintain, and improve our natural resources and environment. 

An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) Date Of Land Evaluation Request 8121/09 

Name Of Project Gulf Coast Parkway Federal Agency Involved 
Federal Highway Administration 

Proposed Land Use New Alignment County And State Calhoun County, Florida 

PART II (To be completed by NRCS) Date Request Received By NRCS 6126109 

Does the site contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland? Yes No Acres Irrigated I Average Farm Size 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply-- do not complete additional parts of this form). Ill D 1455 162 

Major Crop(s) Farmable Land In Govt. Jurisdiction Amount Of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 
Cotton, Peanuts, Hay Acres: 18,008 % 5 Acres: 63,114 % 17 

Name Of Land Evaluation System Used Name Of Local Srte Assessment System Date Land Evaluation Returned By NRCS 
Soil Productivijy Rating None 9/1/09 

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) Alternative Srte RatinQ 
Site A Srte B SiteC SiteD 

A Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 110.18 
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly 0.00 
C. Total Acres In Site 110.18 0.0 0.0 0.0 

PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 

A Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 14.98 
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 0.00 
C. Percentage Of Farmland In County Or Local Govt Unit To Be Converted 0.0004 
D. Percentage Of Farmland In Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 3.4 

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Criterion 71.19 0 0 0 
Relative Value Of Farmland To Be Converted (Scale of O to 100 Points) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Maximum 
Site Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(b) Points 

1. Area In Nonurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Non urban Use 
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area 
6. Distance To Urban Support Services 
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 

10. On-Farm Investments 
11 . Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 
12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 0 0 0 0 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 71.19 0 0 0 
Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment) 160 0 0 0 0 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 21ines) 260 71 0 0 0 

I Date Of Selection 
Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

Site Selected: Yes [lJ No t1ll 
Reason For Selection: 

(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (10-ll3) 
This form was electronically produced by National Production Services Staff 
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STEPS IN THE PROCESSING THE FARMLAND AND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 

Step 1 - Federal agencies involved in proposed projects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act (FPPA) to nonagricultural uses, will initially complete Parts I and III of the form. 

Step 2 - Originator will send copies A, B and C together with maps indicating locations of site(s), to the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) local field office and retain copy D for their files. (Note: NRCS has a field office in most counties 
in the U.S The field office is usually located in the county seat. A list of field office locations are available from the NRCS 
State Conservationist in each state). 

Step 3 - NRCS will, within 45 calendar days after receipt of form, make a determination as to whether the site(s) of the pro­
posed project contains prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland . 

. Step '4 - In cases where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, NRCS field offices will com­
plete Parts II, IV and V of the form. 

Step 5 - NRCS will return copy A and B of the form to the Federal agency involved in the project. (Copy C will be retained for 
NRCS records). 

Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII of the form. 

Step 7 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make a determination as to whether the proposed conver­
sion is consistent with the FPPA and the agency's internal policies. 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMP ACT RATING FORM 

Part 1: In completing the "County And State" questions list all the local governments that are responsible 
for local land controls where site(s)are to be evaluated. 

Part III: In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following: 

1 . Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conver­
sion, because the conversion would restrict access to them. 

2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification 
(e.g. highways, utilities) that will cause a direct conversion. 

Part VI: Do not complete Pa1t VI if a local site assessment is used. 

Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in § 658.5 (b) of CFR. In cases of 
corridor-type projects such as transportation, powerline and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply 
and will, be weighed zero, however, criterion #8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points, and criterion 
# 11 a maximum of 25 points. 

Individual Federal agencies at the national level, may assign relative weights among the 12 site assessment 
criteria other than those shown in the FPP A rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned relative adjust­
ments must be made to maintain the maximum total weight points at 160. 

In rating alternative sites, Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and assign points within the 
limits established in the FPP A rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these criteria will receive the 
highest total scores, and sites least suitable, the lowest scores. 

Part VII: In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points" where a State or local site assessment is used 
and the total maximum number of points is other than 160, adjust the site assessment points to a base ofl60. 
Example: if the Site Assessment maximum is 200 points, and alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points: 
Total points assigned Site A = 180 x 160 = 144 points for Site "A." 
Maximum points possible 200 
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Site Assessment Scoring for the Twelve Factors Used in FPPA 

The Site Assessment criteria used in the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) rule are designed to 
assess important factors other than the agricultural value of the land when determining which alternative 
sites should receive the highest level of protection from conversion to non agricultural uses. 

Twelve factors are used for Site Assessment and ten factors for corridor-type sites. Each factor is listed 
in an outline form, without detailed definitions or guidelines to follow in the rating process. The purpose 
of this document is to expand the definitions of use of each of the twelve Site Assessment factors so 
that all persons can have a clear understanding as to what each factor is intended to evaluate and how 
points are assigned for given conditions. 

In each of the 12 factors a number rating system is used to determine which sites deserve the most 
protection from conversion to non-farm uses. The higher the number value given to a proposed site, the 
more protection it will receive. The maximum scores are 10, 15 and 20 points, depending upon the 
relative importance of each particular question. If a question significantly relates to why a parcel of land 
should not be converted, the question has a maximum possible protection value of 20, whereas a 
question which does not have such a significant impact upon whether a site would be converted, would 
have fewer maximum points possible, for example 10. 

The following guidelines should be used in rating the twelve Site Assessment criteria 

1. How much land is in non-urban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is 
intended? 

More than 90 percent: 
90-20 percent: 
Less than 20 percent: 

15 points 
14 to 1 points 
0 points 

This factor is designed to evaluate the extent to which the area within one mile of the proposed 
site is non-urban area. For purposes of this rule, "non-urban" should include: 

Agricultural land (crop-fruit trees, nuts, oilseed) 
Rangeland 
Forest land 
Golf Courses 
Non paved parks and recreational areas 
Mining sites 
Farm Storage 
Lakes, ponds and other water bodies 
Rural roads, and through roads without houses or buildings 
Open space 
Wetlands 
Fish production 
Pasture or hayland 

Urban uses include: 

Houses (other than farm houses) 
Apartment buildings 
Commercial buildings 
Industrial buildings 
Paved recreational areas (i.e. tennis courts) 
Streets in areas w ith 30 structures per 40 acres 
Gas stations 
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Equipment, supply stores 
Off-farm storage 
Processing plants 
Shopping malls 
Utilities/Services 
Medical buildings 

In rating this factor, an area one-mile from the outer edge of the proposed site should be outlined on a 
current photo; the areas that are urban should be outlined. For rural houses and other buildings with 
unknown sizes, use 1 and 1/3 acres per structure For roads with houses on only one side, use one half 
of road for urban and one half for non-urban. 

The purpose of this rating process is to insure that the most valuable and viable farmlands are protected 
from development projects sponsored by the Federal Government. With this goal in mind, factor S1 
suggests that the more agricultural lands surrounding the parcel boundary in question, the more 
protection from development this site should receive. Accordingly, a site with a large quantity of non­
urban land surrounding it will receive a greater 
number of points for protection from development. Thus, where more than 90 percent of the area 
around the proposed site (do not include the proposed site in this assessment) is non-urban, assign 15 
points. Where 20 percent or less is 
non-urban, assign 0 points. Where the area lies between 20 and 90 percent non-urban, assign 
appropriate points from 14 to 1, as noted below. 

Percent Non-Urban Land 
within 1 mile 

90 percent or greater 
85 to 89 percent 
80 to 84 percent 
75 to 79 percent 
70 to 7 4 percent 
65 to 69 percent 
60 to 64 percent 
55 to 59 percent 
50 to 54 percent 
45 to 49 percent 
40 to 44 percent 
35 to 39 percent 
30 to 24 percent 
25 to 29 percent 
21 to 24 percent 
20 percent or less 

Points 

15 
14 
13 
12 
11 
10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 

2. How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in non-urban use? 

More than 90 percent: 
90 to 20 percent 
Less than 20 percent: 

10 points 
9 to 1 point(s) 
0 points 

This factor is designed to evaluate the extent to which the land adjacent to the proposed site is non­
urban use. Where factor #1 evaluates the general location of the proposed site, this factor evaluates 
the immediate perimeter of the site. The definition of urban and non-urban uses in factor #1 should be 
used for this factor. 

In rating the second factor, measure the perimeter of the site that is in non-urban and urban use. 
Where more than 90 percent of the perimeter is in non-urban use, score this factor 10 points. Where 
less than 20 percent, assign 0 points. If a road is next to the perimeter, class the area according to the 
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23 to 25 percent 
20 to 22 percent percent or Less 
Less than 20 percent 

2 
1 
0 

4. Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect 
farmland or covered by private programs to protect farmland? 

Site is protected: 
Site is not protected: 

20 points 
0 points 

This factor is designed to evaluate the extent to which state and local government and private programs 
have made efforts to protect this site from conversion. 

State and local policies and programs to protect farmland include: 

State Policies and Programs to Protect Farmland 

1. Tax Relief: 

A. Differential Assessment: Agricultural lands are taxed on their agricultural use value, rather 
than at market value. As a result, farmers pay fewer taxes on their land, which helps keep them 
in business, and therefore helps to insure that the farmland will not be converted to 
nonagricultural uses. 

1. Preferential Assessment for Property Tax: Landowners with parcels of land used for 
agriculture are given the privilege of differential assessment. 

2. Deferred Taxation for Property Tax: Landowners are deterred from converting their land 
to nonfarm uses, because if they do so, they must pay back taxes at market value. 

3. Restrictive Agreement for Property Tax: Landowners who want to receive Differential 
Assessment must agree to keep their land in -eligible use. 

B. Income Tax Credits 

Circuit Breaker Tax Credits: Authorize an eligible owner of farmland to apply some or all of the 
property taxes on his or her farmland and farm structures as a tax credit against the owner's 
state income tax. 

C. Estate and Inheritance Tax Benefits 

Farm Use Valuation for Death Tax: Exemption of state tax liability to eligible farm estates. 

2. "Right to farm" laws: 

Prohibits local governments from enacting laws which will place restrictions upon normally 
accepted farming practices, for example, the generation of noise, odor or dust. 

3. Agricultural Districting: 

Wherein farmers voluntarily organize districts of agricultural land to be legally recognized 
geographic areas. These farmers receive benefits, such as protection from annexation, in 
exchange for keeping land within the district for a given number of years. 

4. Land Use Controls Agricultural Zoning. 
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Types of Agricultural Zoning Ordinances include: 

A. Exclusive: In which the agricultural zone is restricted to only farm-related dwellings, with, for 
example, a minimum of 40 acres per dwelling unit. 

B. Non-Exclusive: In which non-farm dwellings are allowed, but the density remains low, such 
as 20 acres per dwelling unit. 

Additional Zoning techniques include: 

A. Slidinq Scale: This method looks at zoning according to the total size of the parcel owned. 
For example, the number of dwelling units per a given number of acres may change from 
county to county according to the existing land acreage to dwelling unit ratio of surrounding 
parcels of land within the specific area. 

B. Point System or Numerical Approach Approaches land use permits on a case by case 
basis. 

LESA: The LESA system (Land Evaluation-Site Assessment) is used as a tool to help 
assess options for land use on an evaluation of productivity weighed against commitment to 
urban development. 

C. Conditional Use: Based upon the evaluation on a case by case basis by the Board of 
Zoning Adjustment. Also may include the method of using special land use permits. 

5. Development Rights: 

A. Purchase of Development Rights (PDR): Where development rights are purchased by 
Government action. 

Buffer Zoning Districts: Buffer Zoning Districts are an example of land purchased by 
Government action. This land is included in zoning ordinances in order to preserve and 
protect agricultural lands from non-farm land uses encroaching upon them. 

B. Transfer of Development Rights (TOR) Development rights are transferable for use in other 
locations designated as receiving areas. TOR is considered a locally based action (not 
state) , because it requires a voluntary decision on the part of the individual landowners. 

6. Governor's Executive Order: Policy made by the Governor, stating the importance of agriculture, 
and the preservation of agricultural lands. The Governor orders the state agencies to avoid the 
unnecessary conversion of important farmland to nonagricultural uses. 

7. Voluntary State Programs: 

A. California's Program of Restrictive Agreements and Differential Assessments: The 
California Land Conservation Act of 1965, commonly known as the Williamson Act, allows 
cities, counties and individual landowners to form agricultural preserves and enter into 
contracts for 10 or more years to insure that these parcels of land remain strictly for 
agricultural use. Since 1972 the Act has extended eligibility to recreational and open space 
lands such as scenic highway corridors, salt ponds and wildlife preserves. These 
contractually restricted lands may be taxed differentially for their real value. One hundred­
acre districts constitute the minimum land size eligible. 

Suggestion: An improved version of the Act would state that if the land is converted 
after the contract expires, the landowner must pay the difference in the taxes between 
market value for the land and the agricultural tax value which he or she had been 
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paying under the Act This measure would help to insure that farmland would not be 
converted after the 10 year period ends. 

B. Maryland Agricultural Land Preservation Program: Agricultural landowners within 
agricultural districts have the opportunity to sell their development rights to the Maryland 
Land Preservation Foundation under the agreement that these landowners will not 
subdivide or develop their land for an initial period of five years. After five years the 
landowner may terminate the agreement with one year notice. 

As is stated above under the California Williamson Act, the landowner should pay the back 
taxes on the property if he or she decides to convert the land after the contract expires, in 
order to discourage such conversions. 

C. Wisconsin Income Tax Incentive Program: The Wisconsin Farmland Preservation Program 
of December 1977 encourages local jurisdictions in Wisconsin to adopt agricultural 
preservation plans or exclusive agricultural district zoning ordinances in exchange for credit 
against state income tax and exemption from special utility assessment Eligible candidates 
include local governments and landowners with at least 35 acres of land per dwelling unit in 
agricultural use and gross farm profits of at least $6.000 per year, or $18,000 over three 
years. 

8. Mandatory State Programs 

A The Environmental Control Act in the state of Vermont was adopted in 1970 by the Vermont 
State Legislature. The Act established an environmental board with 9 members (appointed 
by the Governor) to implement a planning process and a permit system to screen most 
subdivisions and development proposals according to specific criteria stated in the law. 
The planning process consists of an interim and a final Land Capability and Development 
Plan, the latter of which acts as a policy plan to control development The policies are 
written in order to: 

prevent air and water pollution; 
protect scenic or natural beauty, historic sites and rare and irreplaceable 
natural areas; and 

• consider the impacts of growth and reduction of development on areas of 
primary agricultural soils. 

B. The California State Coastal Commission In 1976 the Coastal Act was passed to establish 
a permanent Coastal Commission with permit and planning authority The purpose of the 
Coastal Commission was and is to protect the sensitive coastal zone environment and its 
resources, while accommodating the social and economic needs of the state. The 
Commission has the power to regulate development in the coastal zones by issuing permits 
on a case by case basis until local agencies can develop their own coastal plans, which 
must be certified by the Coastal Commission. 

C. Hawaii's Program of State Zoning In 1961 , the Hawaii State Legislature established Act 
187, the Land Use Law, to protect the farmland and the welfare of the local people of 
Hawaii by planning to avoid "unnecessary urbanization" The Law made all state lands into 
four districts agricultural, conservation, rural and urban. The Governor appointed members 
to a State Land Use Commission, whose duties were to uphold the Law and form the 
boundaries of the four districts. In addition to state zoning, the Land Use Law introduced a 
program of Differential Assessment, wherein agricultural landowners paid taxes on their 
land for its agricultural use value, rather than its market value. 

D. The Oregon Land Use Act of 1973: This act established the Land Conservation and 
Development Commission (LCDC) to provide statewide planning goals and guidelines. 
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Under this Act, Oregon cities and counties are each required to draw up a comprehensive 
plan, consistent with statewide planning goals. Agricultural land preservation is high on the 
list of state goals to be followed locally. 

If the proposed site is subject to or has used one or more of the above farmland protection programs or 
policies, score the site 20 points. If none of the above policies or programs apply to this site, score 0 
points. 

5. How close is the site to an urban built-up area? 

The site is 2 miles or more from an 15 points 
urban built-up area 
The site is more than 1 mile but less 10 points 
than 2 miles from an urban built-up area 
The site is less than 1 mile from, but is 5 points 
not adjacent to an urban built-up area 
The site is adjacent to an urban built-up 0 points 
area 

This factor is designed to evaluate the extent to which the proposed site is located next to an existing 
urban area. The urban built-up area must be 2500 population. The measurement from the built-up area 
should be made from the point at which the density is 30 structures per 40 acres and with no open or 
non-urban land existing between the major built-up areas and this point Suburbs adjacent to cities or 
urban built-up areas should be considered as part of that urban area. 

For greater accuracy, use the following chart to determine how much protection the site should receive 
according to its distance from an urban area. See chart below: 

Distance From Perimeter 
of Site to Urban Area 

More than 10,560 feet 
9,860 to 10,559 feet 
9,160 to 9,859 feet 
8,460 to 9,159 feet 
7,760 to 8,459 feet 
7,060 to 7,759 feet 
6,360 to 7,059 feet 
5,660 to 6,359 feet 
4,960 to 5,659 feet 
4,260 to 4,959 feet 
3,560 to 4,259 feet 
2,860 to 3,559 feet 
2,160 to 2,859 feet 
1,460 to 2,159 feet 
760 to 1 ,459 feet 
Less than 760 feet (adjacent) 

Points 

15 
14 
13 
12 
11 
10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 

6. How close is the site to water lines, sewer lines and/or other local facilities and services 
whose capacities and design would promote nonagricultural use? 

None of the services exist nearer than 
3 miles from the site 
Some of the services exist more than 
one but less than 3 miles from the site 
All of the services exist within 1/2 mile 
of the site 

15 points 

10 points 

0 points 
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This question determines how much infrastructure (water, sewer, etc.) is in place which could facilitate 
nonagricultural development. The fewer facilities in place, the more difficult it is to develop an area. 
Thus, if a proposed site is further away from these services (more than 3 miles distance away), the site 
should be awarded the highest number of points (15). As the distance of the parcel of land to services 
decreases, the number of points awarded declines as well. So, when the site is equal to or further than 
1 mile but less than 3 miles away from services, it should be given 10 points. Accordingly, if this 
distance is 1/2 mile to less than 1 mile, award 5 points; and if the distance from land to services is less 
than 1/2 mile, award 0 points. 

Distance to public facilities should be measured from the perimeter of the parcel in question to the 
nearest site(s) where necessary facilities are located. If there is more than one distance (i.e. from site to 
water and from site to sewer) , use the average distance (add all distances and then divide by the 
number of different distances to get the average). 

Facilities which could promote nonagricultural use include: 

Water lines 
Sewer lines 
Power lines 
Gas lines 
Circulation (roads) 
Fire and police protection 
Schools 

7. Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average-size 
farming unit in the county? (Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS 
field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census of Agriculture, Acreage 
of Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.) 

As large or larger: 
Below average: Deduct 1 point for 
each 5 percent below the average, 
down to 0 points if 50 percent or more 
is below average 

10 points 
9 to 0 points 

This factor is designed to determine how much protection the site should receive, according to its size in 
relation to the average size of farming units within the county. The larger the parcel of land, the more 
agricultural use value the land possesses, and vice versa. Thus, if the farm unit is as large or larger 
than the county average, it receives the maximum number of points (1 0). The smaller the parcel of land 
compared to the county average, the fewer number of points given. Please see below 

Parcel Size in Relation to Average County 
Size 

Same size or larger than average (100 percent) 
95 percent of average 
90 percent of average 
85 percent of average 
80 percent of average 
75 percent of average 
70 percent of average 
65 percent of average 
60 percent of average 
55 percent of average 
50 percent or below county average 

Points 

10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
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State and local Natural Resources Conservation Service offices will have the average farm size 
information, provided by the latest available Census of Agriculture data 

8. If this site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become 
non-farmable because of interference with land patterns? 

Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly 10 points 
converted by the project 
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres 9 to 1 point(s) 
directly converted by the project 

Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres 0 points 
directly converted by the project 

This factor tackles the question of how the proposed development will affect the rest of the land on the 
farm The site which deserves the most protection from conversion will receive the greatest number of 
points, and vice versa. For example, if the project is small, such as an extension on a house, the rest of 
the agricultural land would remain farmable, and thus a lower number of points is given to the site. 
Whereas if a large-scale highway is planned, a greater portion of the land (not including the site) will 
become non-farmable, since access to the farmland will be blocked; and thus, the site should receive 
the highest number of pcints (1 0) as protection from conversion 

Conversion uses of the Site Which Would Make the Rest of the Land Non-Farmable by Interfering with 
Land Patterns 

Conversions which make the rest of the property nonfarmable include any development which blocks 
accessibility to the rest of the site Examples are highways, railroads, dams or development along the 
front of a site restricting access to the rest of the property. 

The point scoring is as follows 

Amount of Land Not Including the 
Site Which Will Become Non-

Farmable 
25 percent or greater 
23- 24 percent 
21 - 22 percent 
19 - 20 percent 
17-18 percent 
15- 16 percent 
13- 14 percent 
11 - 12 percent 
9- 11 percent 
6-8 percent 
5 percent or less 

Points 

10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 

9. Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm 
suppliers, equipment dealers, processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets? 

All required services are available 
Some required services are available 
No required services are available 

5 points 
4 to 1 point(s) 
0 points 

This factor is used to assess whether there are adequate support facilities, activities and industry to 
keep the farming business in business. The more support facilities available to the agricultural 
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landowner, the more feasible it is for him or her to stay in production. In addition, agricultural support 
facilities are compatible with farmland This fact is important, because some land uses are not 
compatible; for example, development next to farmland cam be dangerous to the welfare of the 
agricultural land, as a result of pressure from the neighbors who often do not appreciate the noise, 
smells and dust intrinsic to farmland. Thus, when all required agricultural support services are available, 
the maximum number of points (5) are awarded. When some services are available, 4 to 1 point(s) are 
awarded; and consequently, when no services are available, no points are given. See below 

Percent of Points 
Services Available 

100 percent 
75 to 99 percent 
50 to 7 4 percent 
25 to 49 percent 
1 to 24 percent 
No services 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 

10. Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on farm investments such as barns, 
other storage buildings, fruit trees and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, 
or other soil and water conservation measures? 

High amount of on-farm investment 
Moderate amount of non-farm 
investment 
No on-farm investments 

20 points 
19 to 1 point(s) 

0 points 

This factor assesses the quantity of agricultural facilities in place on the proposed site. If a significant 
agricultural infrastructure exists, the site should continue to be used for farming, and thus the parcel will 
receive the highest amount of points towards protection from conversion or development If there is little 
on farm investment, the site will receive comparatively less protection. See-below: 

Amount of On-farm Investment 
As much or more than necessary to 
maintain production (100 percent) 

95 to 99 percent 
90 to 94 percent 
85 to 89 percent 
80 to 84 percent 
75 to 79 percent 
70 to 7 4 percent 
65 to 69 percent 
60 to 64 percent 
55 to 59 percent 
50 to 54 percent 
45 to 49 percent 
40 to 44 percent 
35 to 39 percent 
30 to 34 percent 
25 to 29 percent 
20 to 24 percent 
15 to 19 percent 
10 to 14 percent 
5 to 9 percent 
0 to 4 percent 

Points 
20 

19 
18 
17 
16 
15 
14 
13 
12 
11 
10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
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11. Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the 
support for farm support services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these 
support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area? 

Substantial reduction in demand for support 
services if the site is converted 

10 points 

Some reduction in demand for support 
services if the site is converted 

9 to 1 point(s) 

No significant reduction in demand for 
support services if the site is converted 

0 points 

This factor determines whether there are other agriculturally related activities, businesses or jobs 
dependent upon the working of the pre-converted site in order for the others to remain in production. 
The more people and farming activities relying upon this land, the more protection it should receive from 
conversion. Thus, if a substantial reduction in demand for support services were to occur as a result of 
conversions, the proposed site would receive a high score of 10; some reduction in demand would 
receive 9 to 1 point(s), and no significant reduction in demand would receive no points. 

Specific points are outlined as follows: 

Amount of Reduction in Support 
Services if Site is Converted to 

Nonagricultural Use 
Substantial reduction (100 percent) 
90 to 99 percent 
80 to 89 percent 
70 to 79 percent 
60 to 69 percent 
50 to 59 percent 
40 to 49 percent 
30 to 39 percent 
20 to 29 percent 
10 to 19 percent 
No significant reduction (0 to 9 percent) 

Points 

10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 

12. Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with 
agriculture that it is likely to contribute to the eventual conversion of the surrounding 
farmland to nonagricultural use? 

Proposed project is incompatible with existing 
agricultural use of surrounding farmland 
Proposed project is tolerable of existing 
agricultural use of surrounding farmland 
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing 
agricultural use of surrounding farmland 

10 points 

9 to 1 point(s) 

0 points 

Factor 12 determines whether conversion of the proposed agricultural site will eventually cause the 
conversion of neighboring farmland as a result of incompatibility of use of the first with the latter. The 
more incompatible the proposed conversion is with agriculture, the more protection this site receives 
from conversion. Therefor-, if the proposed conversion is incompatible with agriculture, the site receives 
10 points. If the project is tolerable with agriculture, it receives 9 to 1 points; and if the proposed 
conversion is compatible with agriculture, it receives 0 points. 
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CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear or corridor- type site configuration 
connecting two distant points, and crossing several different tracts of land. These include utility lines, 
highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood control systems. Federal agencies are to assess 
the suitability of each corridor-type site or design alternative for protection as farmland along with the 
land evaluation information. 

For Water and Waste Programs, corridor analyses are not applicable for distribution or collection 
networks. Analyses are applicable for transmission or trunk lines where placement of the lines are 
flexible. 

(1) How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile form where the project is intended? 

(2) More than 90 percent 
(4) 90 to 20 percent 
(6) Less than 20 percent 

(3) 15 points 
(5) 14 to 1 point(s). 
(7) 0 points 

(2) How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in non urban use? 

(3) More than 90 percent 
(5) 90 to 20 percent 
(7) less than 20 percent 

(4) 10 point(s) 
(6) 9 to 1 points 
(8) 0 points 

(3) How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled haNest or timber activ ity) more 
than five of the last 10 years? 

(4) More than 90 percent 
(6) 90 to 20 percent 
(8) Less than 20 percent 

(5) 20 points 
(7) 19 to 1 point(s) 
(9) 0 points 

(4) Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or 
covered by private programs to protect farmland? 

Srte is protected 
Srte is not protected 

20 points 
0 points 

(5) Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average- size farming unit 
in the County? (Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in 
each state. Data are from the latest available Census of Agriculture, Acreage of Farm Units in 
Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.) 

As large or larger 
Below average deduct 1 point for each 5 

percent below the average, down to 0 points if 
50 percent or more below average 

10 points 
9 to 0 points 

(6) If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non­
farmable because of interference with land patterns? 

Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of 25 points 
acres directly converted by the project 
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of 1 to 24 point(s) 

the acres directly convened by the project 
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the 0 points 

acres directly converted by the project 



J-74 
 

 

  

(7) Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm 
suppliers, equipment dealers, processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets? 

All required services are available 
Some required services are available 
No required services are available 

5 points 
4 to 1 point(s) 
0 points 

(8) Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other 
storage building, fruit trees and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, watervvays, or other soil 
and water conservation measures? 

High amount of on-farm investment 
Moderate amount of on-farm investment 
No on-farm investment 

20 points 
19 to 1 point(s) 
0 points 

(9) Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for 
farm support services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and 
thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area? 

Substantial reduction in demand for support 25 points 
services if the site is convened 
Some reduction in demand for support 1 to 24 point(s) 
services if the site is convened 
No significant reduction in demand for support 0 points 
services if the site is converted 

(1 0) Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture 
that it is likely to contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural 
use? 

Proposed project is incompatible to existing 
agricu~ural use of surrounding farmland 
Proposed project is tolerable to existing 
agricultural use of surrounding farmland 
Proposed project is fully compatible with 
existing agricultural use of surrounding 
farmland 

10 points 

9 to 1 point(s) 

0 points 
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Northwest Florida Water Management District 

81 Water Management Drive, Havana, F10iida 32333-47 12 
(U. S Highway 90, 10 miles we.>t ofTallahassee) 

Douglas E. Barr 
Executive Director 

(850) 539-5999 • (Fax) 539-2777 

TO 

THROUGH 
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DATE: 

SUBJECT 

MEMORA N DUM 

Greg Garrett; Group Manager, Transportation Planning, Atkins 
Ala n Vann, Florida Department of Transportation 

Duncan J. Cairns, Chief, Bureau of Environmental and Resource Planning 

Paul Thorpe, Resource Planning Section Director 

June 3, 2011 

Gulf Coast Parkway Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report 

District staff have reviewed the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report prepared in support of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement. General concerns relating to the analysis and conclusions drawn are 
identified below: 

• The methodology incorporates an assumption (p. 3-3) that any induced growth would not reflect any 
increase in the project area population, but rather a reallocation of population from one location within 
the study area to another. Especially since it is applied to the evaluation of indirect and cumulative 
effects, additional data and analysis are needed to support this assumption. Additionally, the internal 
consistency of this assumption should be clarified with respect to conclusions elsewhere in the document 
of induced overall economic growth and activity within the PARA. 

• The document seems to indicate that very little new development would be induced by a new roadway, 
even along the road frontage and at the coastal terminus area. This conclusion seems counter-intuitive 
and inconsistent with past development trends. Additional data and analysis are needed to support this 
conclusion. This is particularly important given that the conclusion substantially informs the results of the 
analysis. 

• Much of the related analysis appears to rely on the evaluation of a Delphi group. Additional descript ion 
is needed concerning the composition of the Delphi group, the information presented to it, and the 
methodology followed. It is recommended that this be specifica lly described within the methodology 
section of the report. Also, as stated previously by District staff, it is recommended that more specific 
and quantitative methods should be incorporated into the methodology for projecting induced growth. 
The Delphi technique does not seem very decisive in the actual identification and evaluation of potential 
impacts. This has significance later in the report, where detailed quantitative calculations are based on 
growth projections. 

• It is recommended that the discussion of land use plans and land development regulations address Gulf 
County in a manner comparable to that provided for Bay County. 

• It is recommended that indirect and cumulative effects on Class Ill waters be analyzed. 

GEORGE ROBERTS 
Chair 

Panama City 

PHILIP K. McMILLAN 
Vice Chair 
Blountslown 

STEVE G HAZVI NI 
SecretaryfTreasurer 

Tallahassee 

PETER ANTONACCI 
Tallahassee 

STEPHANIE BLOYD 
Panama City Beach 

JOYCE ESTES 
Eastpoint 

TIM NORRIS 
Santa Rosa Beach 

JERRY PATE 
Pensacola 

RAPLH RISH 
Port St. Joe 
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Additional consideration and analysis of the cumulative effects of land use change and increased 
impervious surface area on water quality are recommended The analysis provided concludes that 
permitting requirements would both fully address these effects and likely improve existing water quality 
problems. Additional analysis is needed to support such conclusions. Past water quality analyses have 
consistently shown linkages between water quality and land use, impervious surface area and wetland 
and floodplain resources and functions These tend to reflect interactive effects of physical changes to 
the watershed and runoff quality and quantity. District staff are available to provide related literature and 
data as needed. 

• Page 5-37 states that the "direct effect of the proposed project on the 1 DO-year floodplain is the area of 
100-year floodplain encompassed by the footprint of each Build Alternative; however, impact on the flood 
storage function of floodplains will be offset by the construction of stormwater management facilities that 
will replace the loss of storage capacity by the filling of the floodplain." It is recommended that hydrologic 
and impoundment effects of the roadway be analyzed, in addition to the direct 100-year floodplain 
footprint 

The Region Ill RWSP does not refer to 10 MGD as being a "reserve." It would be more appropriate to 
provide an analysis of whether any projected growth in water demand would exceed existing permitted 
amounts. 

• The concluding analyses of cumulative effects on wetland and floodplain resources are based on 
incorporating calculations that all such resources within areas of projected development would be 
impacted under the no-build alternative. Thus, the final cumulative effects conclusions (Table 5-48) 
project that 90 percent of all cumulative wetland impacts and 87-91.7 percent of all cumulative floodplain 
impacts would occur under the no-build alternative. This analysis and these conclusions do not appear 
supportable. For example, 1 DO% of the direct roadway footprint impacts and the associated secondary 
impacts would be certain under a build scenario, whereas full loss of all wetlands in the projected growth 
areas under no-build conditions would not be at all likely. 

• In accordance with the Methodology for the Analysis of Cumulative Effects for the Gulf Coast Parkway 
Project Development & Environment Study, as developed pursuant to the Agency Advisory Group 
Process, the analysis should address the likelihood that any identified or recommended mitigation or 
avoidance actions will (or will not) be implemented. In the event that implementation of an avoidance or 
mitigation action appears questionable, unmitigated cumulative impacts that may result should be clearly 
identified This is particularly important given that the final document (Section 5.11.2) emphasizes that 
the project sponsor and land developers lack responsibility for providing such mitigation. 
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RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 

Chipley, Florida 32428 

Mr. Duncan Cairns, Chief 
Bureau ofEnvirorunental and Resource Pennitting 
Northwest Florida Water Management District 
81 Water Management Drive 
Havana, Florida 32333-4 712 

Re: Gulf Coast Parkway 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
County: Bay, Calhoun and Gulf 
Preliminary Draft Envirorunental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Cairns: 

OFF1CE OF THE 
SECRETARY 

Thank you for your comments on the Preliminary Draft Envirorunental Impact Statement for the above 
referenced project. The following presents our proposed responses to those comments. 

Floodplains and Floodplain Function 

Comment: Data shown on Figure 3-15 (section 3-54) appear to reflect old, no longer effective data from 
November 2002. Effective data, dated April2009 is referenced in Table 3-23 (Section 3, 
page 3-53) but not reflected on the map. It is unclear whether the effective or old data were 
utilized in the quantification analysis. 

Response: The referenced date on Figure 3-15 was in error. The data utilized was the more recent April 
2009. Therefore, the date on the figure has been changed. 

Comment: Calhoun County flood information was included in the maps on page 3-54, but not referenced 
in Table 3-23 (FEMA Flood Insurance Studies [FIS] within the study area). It is unclear 
whether the mapped data were considered in the tabulated analysis in Section 2, page 2-90 
(Table 2-27, Natural Envirorunental Involvement Category Ranking). There appear to be no 
text references to the Calhoun County data within the Draft EIS. It is unclear whether 
impacts to floodplains in Calhoun County were evaluated. 

Response: The mapped data for Calhoun County was the 2009 DFIRM data. The FIS study for Calhoun 
County was not included in Table 3-23 because it was being revised and was not available at 
the time of the report. 

Comment: Section 3.6.5, Floodplains, states that the storm surge zones ofEast Bay have a base flood 
elevation of8.0 feet, but data referenced in-house reflect storm surge elevations ranging from 
8 to 11 feet. Storm surge zones near the project terminus are mapped as high as 16 feet, but 
no reference to this was found in the document. 
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Response: The base flood elevation provided in the Location Hydraulic Report and the Draft EIS 
reflects the stillwater storm surge elevation of 8.0 feet (NAVD 88) in East Bay near the 
project alignment. There are higher elevations on the FIRM associated with wave height. 
The wave crest heights are estimated as elevation 9.0 feet (NAVD 88) in East Bay near the 
alignment. This difference is not significant and would not affect the selection of 
alternatives. 

In the coastal area, at US 98, at the beginning of the project, there are also wave height 
elevations noted on the FIRM. The wave heights, including elevation 16 have flood zone 
limits associated with them. The limits stop on the dune system and are outside the project 
limits. At US 98 there is a very small Zone AE area identified with a Stillwater elevation of 
12.0 feet. This area stops near the gulf side right-of-way of US 98 and will have no affect on 
the selection of alternatives. 

Therefore, no change in the discussion of storm surge has been made. 

Water Oualitv 

Comment: It is recommended that the Chapter 4 of the DEIS include a discussion oflikely or potential 
short-term and long-term water quality impacts that would result from construction and 
operation of a major roadway. Section 4.3. 7 discussed water quality, but potential effects 
were not clearly identified. Pollutants and their potential effects should be identified, as well 
as the potential for stormwater treatment systems to minimize such effects. Long-term 
impacts, for example, would include nonpoint source discharge of pollutants, as well as 
disruption of adjacent wetland and floodplain water quality functions. Short te1m impacts 
would include discharge of sediments during construction, increased turbidity in the 
proximity of construction and downstream, with resulting impacts on benthic aquatic habitats. 
It would also be appropriate to identifY specific stream crossings and proximate surface 
waters that would potentially be affected by both construction-related impacts and long-term 
operation. The EIS should also include an assessment of anticipated success of construction 
BMPs to control sedimentation and turbidity during possible major storm events, such as are 
not infrequent in the region. 

Response: A discussion of pollutants in road run-off and their potential effects has been added to the 
discussion of water quality as has the identification of specific surface water crossings. Use 
of best management practices for short-term construction effects is addressed in Section 
4.3.20 Construction. 

Comment: Section 4.3.7 of the DEIS appears to conclude that the no build alternative would result in 
greater water quality impacts than any of the build alternatives. The rationale given is that 
existing storm water would continue to be untreated under the no-build alternative, while 
the build alternatives would all meet permitting requirements for treating runoff from the 
new construction. The given conclusion, however, would only seem valid to the degree 
that existing stormwater and nonpoint source pollution impacts (which are not otherwise 
detailed in the analysis) would also be corrected in the process of the new facility 
construction. In general, construction of new roadways, land disturbance, and impervious 
surface area would be expected to increase nonpoint source pollution (adding to the 
existing sources) unless significant existing problems are described and actions proposed 
to be taken to address the existing impacts are clearly articulated. Thus, it is recommended 
that the analysis and discussion reflected in this section of the report be reevaluated. 
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Response: The sentence suggesting potential for improvement in water quality has been removed. 

Comment: It would seem that the potential for individual build alternatives to correct existing 
stormwater and nonpoint issues would differ based how much each proposed aligmnent 
incorporates existing roadway corridors. An analysis of this, identifying the relative 
potential of each build alternative to address existing impacts would be appropriate. If 
this project does include, as a mitigating measure, the correction and retrofit of 
existing nonpoint sources, it would be well-worth describing this within the document. 
Paragraph seven on p. 4-74, however, indicates that no additional stormwater mitigation is 
being considered beyond meeting direct construction regulatory requirements. 

Response: The amount (feet, miles) of existing paved and unpaved roads incorporated by each 
alternative has been included in the water quality discussion. 

Sincerely, 

AJan Vann 
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June 13, 2011 

Mr. Greg Garrett 
Group Manager, Transportation Planning 
ATKINS Global 
2639 N. Monroe Street, Bldg. C 
Tallahassee, FL 32303 
Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com 

RE: Draft Gulf Coast Parkway Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report, Gulf Coast 
Parkway PD&E Study, Bay, Gulf, and Calhoun counties 

Dear Mr. Garrett : 

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Habitat Conservation Scientific 
Services Section, of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC), has 
coordinated our review of the first draft of the Gulf Coast Parkway Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects (ICE) Report, which was sent to the Interagency Advisory Group via 
email on May 5, 2011 , and provides the following comments and recommendations. 

We believe that impacts to the Florida black bear (State Threatened-ST) could result from 
fragmentation and isolation of existing regional landscape habitat linkages by the 
construction ofthis new multi-lane highway through a predominately rural area. 
Alternatives 8, 14, and 15 would impact lands ranked as critical Linkages 2 under the 
Florida Ecological Greenways Network which seeks to maintain a connection between 
the Apalachicola and Eglin Bear Management Units. Some ofthese impacts could be 
avoided by the selection of Alternatives 17 or 19. In addition, we believe that a 
mitigation plan which includes strategically located wildlife underpass structures, 
including appropriate funnel fencing, in upland areas in addition to bridges over streams, 
floodplains, and major wetland systems would reduce roadkills and maintain habitat 
connectivity. 

There is also potential for impacts to the Panama City Crayfish (ST) due to the species' 
very restricted range, which is estimated at 37 square miles within Bay County. Due to 
its limited range and suitable habitat, additional habitat loss or degradation would likely 
further imperil this species. Alternatives with the greatest potential for impact on this 
species include Alternatives 8, 14, 15, 17 and 19. At the present time, the majority of 
sites known to support this species are under the ownership of a single entity. FWC, in 
conjunction with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, are pursuing a candidate 
conservation agreement with the landowner for assurances oflong-term protection for 
this species. We recommend that a commitment be made for this roadway project to 
secure that conservation agreement. 

Our review of the Gulf Coast Parkway ICE analysis concludes that the report covers the 
pertinent wildlife and habitat issues which were raised by the agencies in our initial 
meetings and discussions. Overall, the report provides the in-depth analysis and results 
which can be used by FWC to assess the indirect and cumulative impacts of the project 
and make recommendations for the increased conservation and protection of wildlife and 
habitat on the project. We suggest that a meeting with all involved state and federal 



J-83 
 

Mr. Greg Garrett 
Page 2 
June 13, 2011 

agencies be convened to discuss the project in detail, clarify and better define various 
issues including a potential regional mitigation plan which addresses resource impacts. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input on highway design and the conservation 
offish and wildlife resources. If you or your staff finds the need to coordinate further on 
this project, please contact Terry Gilbert at (850) 574-3197 or by email at 
terrv gilbert@urscoro.com to initiate this process. 

Sincerely, 

~ddL 
Scott Sanders 
Habitat & Species Conservation Section Leader 

ss/tsh 
ENV 1-13-2 
Gulf Coast Parkway_06 1J II 
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RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 

Chipley, Florida 32428 

Mr. Scott Sanders 
Habitat & Species Consetvation Section Leader 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Consetvation Commission 
620 South Meridian Street 
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-1600 

Re: Gulf Coast Parkway 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
County: Bay, Calhoun and Gulf 
Draft Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report 

Dear Mr. Sanders: 

OF F1CE OF THE 
SECRETARY 

Thank you for your conunents on the Draft Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report for the above 
referenced project. The following presents our proposed responses to those conunents. 

Conunent: We believe that impacts to the Florida black bear (State Threatened- ST) could result from 
fragmentation and isolation of existing regional landscape habitat linkages by the 
construction ofthis new multi-lane highway through a predominantly rural area. Alternative 
8, 14, and 15 would impact lands ranked as Critical Linkages 2 under the Florida Ecological 
Greenways Network which seeks to maintain a connection between the Apalachicola and 
EglinBearManagement Units. Some of these impacts could be avoided by the selection of 
Alternatives 1 7 and 19. 

Response: These conunents will be considered during the selection of a preferred alternative. 

Conunent: In addition, we believe that a mitigation plan which includes strategically located wildlife 
under pass structures, including appropriate funnel fencing, in upland areas in addition to 
bridges over streams, floodplains, and major wetland systems would reduce roadkills and 
maintain habitat connectivity. 

Response: A commitment has been made in Section 9 of the DEIS to the provision of wildlife underpass 
structures with funnel fencing. The number and location of such structures will be 
detelllined during the design and permitting process. 

Conunent: There is also potential for impacts to the Panama City crayfish (ST) due to the species' very 
restricted range, which is estimated at 37 square miles within Bay County. Due to its limited 
range and suitable habitat, additional habitat loss or degradation would likely further imperil 
this species. Alternatives with the greatest potential for impact on this species include 
Alternatives 8, 14, 15, 17 and 19. At the present time, the majority of sites known to support 
this species are under the ownership of a single entity. FWC, in conjunction with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service, are pursuing a candidate consetvation agreement with the 
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landowner for assurances oflong-tenn protection for this species. We recommend that a 
commitment be made for this roadway proj ect to secure that conservation agreement. 

Response: Unfortunately, there is no legal basis that penn its the FOOT to ensure an agreement is 
reached between two unrelated parties. 

Comment: Our review of the Gulf Coast Parkway ICE analysis concludes that the report covers the 
pertinent wildlife and habitat issues which were raised by the agencies in our initial meetings 
and discussions. Overall, the report provides the in-depth analysis and results which can be 
used by the FWC to assess the indirect and cumulative impacts of the project and make 
recommendations for the increased conservation and protection of wildlife and habitat on the 
project. We suggest that a meeting with all involved state and federal agencies be convened 
In discuss the project in detail, clarify and better define various issues including a potential 
regional mitigation plan which addresses resource impacts. 

Response: The FDOT intends to coordinate with state and federal agencies to di scuss mitigation for the 
project after the public hearing and the identification of a preferred altemative. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Vann 
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6/21/11 National Marine Fisheries Service Comment Letter (ICE) 

 

FDOT Response Letter to National Marine Fisheries Service 
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FW NMFS comments on the ICE Report.txt 
From: Garrett, Greg w 
Sent: Tuesday, June 21, 2011 10:44 AM 
To: cash, cathie 
subject: FW: NMFS comments on the draft Gulf coast Parkway Indirect & 
Cumulative 
Effects Report 
Attachments: David_Rydene.vcf 

Greg Garrett 
Group Manager, Transportation Planning 

ATKINS 

Address: 2639 N. Monroe st., Bldg c I Tel: +1 (850) 580.7825 (direct) I Fax: 
+1 (850) 574.2428 I cell: +1 (850) 212.9791 
Email: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com I web: 
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/ northamerica www.atkinsglobal.com 

-----original Message-----
From: David Rydene [mailto:David.Rydene@noaa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 12:12 PM 
To: Garrett, Greg W; Alan.vann@dot.state.fl.us 
subject: NMFS comments on the draft Gulf coast Parkway Indirect & cumulative 
Effects Report 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries Service offers the following comments 
regarding the Gulf Coast Parkway's Draft Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Report: 

As with the Gulf Coast Parkway (GCP) DEIS, because no preferred alternative is 
identified, NMFS will be unable to provide comments regarding the preferred 
alternative selection until the FEIS stage. In general, the Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects Report seems to indicate that existence of the road will do 
little to induce growth over and above that which would occur under the No 
Build scenario. However, a primary purpose of the road is to enhance economic 
development in the region, particularly in Gulf County. If the road itself 
will do little to enhance economic development, it seems questionable to spend 
between 540 and 619 million dollars to build the road. In addition, two of the 
alternatives (17 and 19) may do little to help Gulf County's economic 
situation. 

Indirect Effects Analysis 

As for the indirect effects analysis itself, the statement "These areas of 
induced growth have not been projected for growth by property owners, 
development corporations, planning officials, or others and do not represent a 
commitment that development will occur in those locations." 
on page 4-1 seems confusing. why wasn't input from local property owners and 
developers used in the analysis to help determine the size and distribution of 
future development? 

on page 4-9 in the third full paragraph regarding the Delphi Group designating 
some conservation lands for development. why weren't the conservation lands 
excluded from the Delphi Group's analysis in the first place? 

under Recreation Areas on page 4-17, wouldn't a bridge crossing East Bay be 
considered a negative impact on a recreation area (East Bay itself) that is 
regularly used by recreational boaters? 

Page 1 
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FW NMFS comments on the ICE Report.txt 
Under Noise on page 4-17, there should be some discussion of the impacts of 
GCP- and induced development-related noise on the fish and wildlife presently 
residing in those areas. 

Under Air Quality on page 4-20, the statement "because the relative size of 
the induced growth population, compared to the overall future population, is 
so minor (approximately 10 percent of the total population growth)" needs 
clarification. At what point would induced growth be considered more than 
minor? 

under Essential Fish Habitat on pages 4-28 and 4-29, NMFS feels that although 
induced development may not have indirect effects on EFH simply from the 
construction of buildings and other structures, induced development may have 
adverse indirect impacts to EFH through avenues such as hydrologic alterations 
and degraded water quality. 

on page 4-51, NMFS disagrees with the statement "Although the induced 
development would increase impervious surface within these drainage basins, 
development regulations and permitting requirements in these areas require 
treatment of waters prior to discharge; therefore, the indirect effects of the 
induced development within these drainage basins were not considered 
substantial, and potentially could be beneficial." 
Based on past experience development has not been beneficial to water quality. 

In Table 4-6 on page 4-52 the acreages of "impaired waters" watersheds 
impacted by No Build and Build development seem high enough for concern, given 
that these systems already have water quality issues. 

The conclusions of the indirect effects analysis tend to finish with 
rationalizing statements in instances where it seems that a resource may be 
more than minimally impacted (e.g. regulations, permitting, or a potential 
conservation agreement will fix the problem). While these types of actions may 
help to minimize development impacts to some extent, they do not eliminate 
those impacts, and there is also uncertainty with regards to their 
effectiveness that is not addressed. 

Cumulative Effects Analysis 

Although it is given some discussion in the Wetlands section (but not in Land 
Use), the principal human action altering natural resources within region was 
the conversion of pristine forested palustrine wetlands to silviculture lands 
fifty or more years ago. This conversion altered hydrology and degraded water 
quality and habitat suitability through activities such as the building of 
timber roads, the digging of drainage ditches, and fire suppression. However, 
I did not find any attempts to quantify these substantial past impacts (even 
at a crude level) in the analysis. 

Under wetlands on page 5-14, the statement "A mitigated involvement with 
5.2 to 5.5 percent of all wetlands within the PARA is not considered 
substantial." At what point would it be considered substantial? 

Under Essential Fish Habitat, (as in the indirect effects analysis) there is 
no discussion of impacts to EFH and associated estuarine organisms from the 
operation of the bridge once built (e.g. traffic noise disrupting spawning 
activities of soniferous fishes such as spotted seatrout or black drum, or 
bridge lighting affecting other estuarine species). 

under Water Quality, the beneficial effects of human development activities on 
water quality seems overly optimistic. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Gulf coast Parkway 
Indirect and cumulative Effects Report. 

Page 2 
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FW NMFS comments on the ICE Report.txt 

David Rydene, Ph.D. 
Fishery Biologist 
National Marine Fisheries service 
Habitat conservation Division 
263 13th Avenue south 
st. Petersburg, FL 33701 
office (727) 824-5379 
cell (727) 512-6782 
Fax (727) 824-5300 

This message has been checked for all known viruses by MessageLabs. 

Page 3 
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Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 

Chipley, Florida 32428 
OFF1CE OF THE 

SECRETARY 

Dr. David R ydene, Ph. d. 
Fishery Biologist 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Habitat Conservation Division 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 

Re: Re: Gulf Coast Parkway 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
County: Bay, Calhoun and Gulf 
Dmft Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report 

Dear Dr. Rydene: 

Thank you for your comments on the Draft Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report for the above 
referenced project. The following presents our proposed responses to those comments. 

Comment: 

Response: 

As with the Gulf Coast Parkway (GCP) DEIS, because no preferred alternative is 
identified, NMFS will be unable to provide comments regarding the prefened alternative 
selection until the FEIS stage. In general, the Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report 
seems to indicate that existence of the road will do little to induce growth over and above 
that which would occur under the No Build scenario. However, a primary purpose of the 
road is to enhance economic development in the region, particularly in Gulf County. If 
the road itself will do little to enhance economic development, it seems questionable to 
spend between 540 and 619 million dollars to build the road. In addition, two of the 
alternatives (17 and 19) may do little to help Gulf County's economic situation. 

The economic development activities envisioned as benefitting from the proposed project 
are principally tourism and its associated industries and freight transport. As these 
economic activities increase other economic benefits are expected to occur. All 
alternatives will benefit these economic activities. It is agreed that Alternatives 17 and 
19 do not provide the same economic benefit to the enterprise areas in Gulf County as 
Alternatives 8, 14, and 15, but this is one of many fuctors to be weighed when 
determining a prefened alternative. Also, regarding the cost of the project, remember 
that the economic benefit to Gulf County is only one of several needs (discussed in 
Section 2 of the report) to be addressed by the proposed project. 

Indirect Effects Analysis 

Comment: As for the indirect effects analysis itself, the statement "These areas of induced growth 
have not been projected for growth by property owners, development corporations, 
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Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

planning officials, or others and do not represent a commitment that development will 
occur in those locations." on page 4-1 seems confusing. Why wasn't input from local 
property owners and developers used in the analysis to help determine the size and 
distribution of future development? 

It is agreed that the statement may be confusing, as input was provided from 
representatives of local property owners and developers through their participation in the 
Delphi Group. Therefore, this statement has been revised to say that "The areas 
identified for induced growth do not reflect commitments on the part of propetty owners, 
development corporations, planning officials, or others that development will occur in 
those locations". 

On page 4-9 in the third full paragraph regarding the Delphi Group designating some 
conservation lands for development. Why weren't the conservation lands excluded from 
the Delphi Group's analysis in the first place? 

The conservation lands referred to in the text are ptivately-owned lands that have been 
identified for conservation or preservation on the County's future land use map and are 
not the same as lands under conservation easement or other formal arrangement. There 
are several categories of conservation land uses, some of which allow limited 
development; therefore, those "conservation" lands identified in the analysis were 
assigned population based on the densities allowed for the conservation category in 
which they fell. Also, Bay County land development regulations allow for the transfer of 
the land development rights of private property owners who have lands with a 
conservation land use. It would be beneficial to county planners to be aware of the 
potential necessity of providing transfer of development rights at some point in the future. 
Therefore, those privately owned lands with a conservation/preservation land use 
designation but no formal conservation agreement/easement (or public ownership) were 
included in the allocation of future population. 

It should be noted that although the boundaries of a future development site may 
encroach on lands having a conservation land use designation, these lands may not 
actually be included in that future development but may be used for conservation to 
satisfY mitigation requirements. Without actual development plans for such properties, 
this possibility cannot, of course, be determined, which is why the analysis took the 
conservative approach and assumed everything within the boundaries of the future 
development would be developed. 

Under Recreation Areas on page 4-17, wouldn' t a bridge crossing East Bay be considered 
a negative impact on a recreation area (East Bay itself) that is regularly used by 
recreational boaters? 

The proposed high level bridge would be no more of a distraction to boaters than the Du 
Pont Bridge to the west and the Overstreet Bridge to the east. 

Under Noise on page 4-17, there should be some discussion of the impacts of GCP and 
induced development-related noise on the fish and wildlife presently residing in those 
areas. 

The FHW A has reviewed numerous studies on the effect of road noise on various wildlife 
species. The FHW A has acknowledged that some species of wildlife may be affected by 
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Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

traffic nmse levels but the evidence remains conflicting and incomplete. Given the 
complexity of the wildlife species environment, species mobility, variability in 
susceptibility to noise effects between species, and numerous other factors, there is still 
too little documentation on the subject to establish definitive relationships between traffic 
noise levels and wildlife species. 

Under Air Quality on page 4-20, the statement "because the relative size of the induced 
growth population, compared to the overall future population, is so minor (approximately 
10 percent of the total population growth)" needs clarification. At what point would 
induced growth be considered more than minor? 

Air quality impacts become substantial when the act!V!tles resulting from the future 
population growth creates emissions of pollutants at levels that result in air quality 
standards being approached or exceeded. 

Under Essential Fish Habitat on pages 4-28 and 4-29, NMFS feels that although induced 
development may not have indirect effects on EFH simply from the construction of 
buildings and other structures, induced development may have adverse indirect impacts 
to EFH through avenues such as hydrologic alterations and degraded water quality. 

Comment noted. These impacts cannot be calculated since the exact location and nature 
of future development activities or any mitigation measures to be undertaken as a result 
of that development is not known. 

On page 4-51, NMFS disagrees with the statement "Although the induced development 
would increase impervious surface within these drainage basins, development regulations 
and permitting requirements in these areas require treatment of waters prior to discharge; 
therefore, the indirect effects of the induced development within these drainage basins 
were not considered substantial, and potentially could be beneficial." Based on past 
experience development has not been beneficial to water quality. 

The statement "potentially could be beneficial" has been removed. 

In Table 4-6 on page 4-52 the acreages of"impaired waters" watersheds impacted by No 
Build and Build development seem high enough for concern, given that these systems 
already have water quality issues. 

Comment noted. 

The conclusions of the indirect effects analysis tend to finish with rationalizing 
statements in instances where it seems that a resource may be more than minimally 
impacted (e.g. regulations, permitting, or a potential conservation agreement will fix the 
problem). While these types of actions may help to minimize development impacts to 
some extent, they do not eliminate those impacts, and there is also uncertainty with 
regards to their effectiveness that is not addressed. 

There were only tlu·ee resource categories in Table 4-6 (revised to Table 4-7) where the 
project alternatives' indirect involvement with the resource exceeded 1.9% of the total 
acres of the resource within the PARA. The three resource categories (and the 
percentage of impact or involvement with the resource) were new commercial areas (14.7 
to 27.5%), potentially impaired waters (5.6%), and Panama city crayfish (3.8 to 5.0%). 
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In the case of new commercial areas, the greater the involvement with the category the 
more beneficial the involvement is considered to be. Therefore, the high percentage of 
involvement is not an adverse effect. 

The indirect involvement with the other two resource categories represented a negative 
effect; however, in both cases, avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures would 
reduce the potential estimated impact. In the case of the PCC, the PCC can be relocated 
and new habitat provided adjacent to existing habitat therefore, there would be little 
threat to this unregulated species. In the case of potentially impaired waters, which may 
or may not be actually impaired, the avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures 
that would be required as part of the permit conditions should minimize the effects of the 
development in the 5.6% of the drainage basin of the potentially impaired waters 
sufficiently to not cause a substantial risk of the waters not meeting their criteria. 

Therefore, given the relatively small percentage of involvement the resource (roughly 5% 
of the resources within their PARAs) and the implementation of avoidance, minimization 
and mitigation, the involvement was not deemed to be substantial. 

Cumulative Effects Analysis 

Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Although it is given some discussion in the Wetlands section (but not in Land Use), the 
principal human action altering natural resources within region was the conversion of 
pristine forested palustrine wetlands to silviculture lands fifty or more years ago. This 
conversion altered hydrology and degraded water quality and habitat suitability through 
activities such as the building of timber roads, the digging of drainage ditches, and fire 
suppression. However, I did not find any attempts to quantify these substantial past 
impacts (even at a crude level) in the analysis. 

Through our research of past data, it does not appear that there is sufficient information to 
make even a crude level quantification of this change. The concern then is that if an 
assessment is made it could provide inaccurate or misleading information that does not 
benefit the evaluation. 

Under Wetlands on page 5-14, the statement "A mitigated involvement with 5.2 to 5.5 
percent of all wetlands within the PARA is not considered substantial." At what point 
would it be considered substantial? 

No standard quantifiable measure that identifies a threshold at which wetland impacts are 
considered substantial, as is the case with air quality, has been determined by the resource 
agencies that oversee and manage wetlands. However, the determination that the wetland 
impacts, in this instance, were not substantial was based on three factors. First, the use of 
a very conservative approach for determining wetland impacts (i.e. ALL wetlands within 
the boundaries of the future development areas were considered impacted). Second, 
using this conservative approach only 5 to 5.5 percent of the total wetlands (regardless of 
wetland quality) in the PARA would be impacted, and third, avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures would be required prior to permitting construction, further 
reducing the actual impact. So of the total wetlands identified within the Wetland PARA, 
and using an estimation of impacts that captures the worst case scenario (impacts of all 
wetlands within the boundaries of future developments) the total cumulative impact is 
about 5.5% of the available resource. Using currently accepted mitigation standards a 
greater percentage of wetlands would have to be put into conservation easements or 
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Comment: 

Response: 

Comment: 

Response: 

Sincerely, 

Alan Vann 

mitigation banks (assuming about 2-3 acres of mitigation needed to offset every l acre of 
functional loss) in the Wetland PARA than would ultimately be impacted. Because of 
this, and because of the minor overall percentage, the cumulative impacts were not 
considered to be substantial. 

Under Essential Fish Habitat, (as in the indirect effects analysis) there is no discussion of 
impacts to EFH and associated estuarine organisms from the operation of the bridge once 
built (e.g. traffic noise disrupting spawning activities of soniferous fishes such as spotted 
sea trout or black drum, or bridge lighting affecting other estuarine species). 

It is acknowledged that in recent years research has begun to be conducted on the effects 
of noise on fish. However, the majority of that research appears to have been done on 
sea mammals and/or appears to be mostly on the effects of noise generated from the 
water 's surface (boats) or within the water column (as opposed to sources fi·om land 
which are subjected to defraction upon entry into water, although sonic booms have been 
noted to have effects). ln addition there has not been enough research to separate the 
noise disturbance effects on fish from other modem stressors such as pollution and over­
fishing. 1l1e FHW A has indicated that at this point in time the importance of road noise 
in affecting the behavior of fish populations, particularly in the relationship between road 
traffic noise levels and any response by fish is unknown. 

To date, the requirement to analyze the effects of lighting is confined to sea turtle 
hatchlings and this has been addressed in the project's ESBA. 

Under Water Quality, the beneficial effects of human development activities on water 
quality seems overly optimistic. 

The statement "potentially could be beneficial" has been removed. 
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FW NMFS comments on the Gulf Coast Parkway DEIS.txt 
From: Garrett, Greg w 
Sent: wednesday, May 25, 2011 11:08 AM 
To: cash, cathie 
subject: FW: NMFS comments on the Gulf coast Parkway DEIS 
Attachments: David_Rydene.vcf 

fyi 

Greg Garrett 
Group Manager, Transportation Planning 

ATKINS 

Address: 2639 N. Monroe St., Bldg c I Tel: +1 (850) 580.7825 (direct) I Fax: 
+1 (850) 574.2428 I cell: +1 (850) 212.9791 
Email: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com I web: 
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/northamerica www.atkinsglobal.com 

-----original Message-----
From: vann, Alan [mailto:Alan.vann@dot.state.fl.us] 
sent: wednesday, May 25, 2011 11:01 AM 
To: Garrett, Greg w 
cc: Bruner, Joseph 
subject: FW: NMFS comments on the Gulf Coast Parkway DEIS 

Greg, 

Below are NMFS comments regarding the Gulf coast Parkway DEIS. 

Alan vann 
Project Coordinator 
FOOT District Three 
Environmental Management Office 
Ph: (850) 415-9523 
Fax: (850) 415-9486 

Please note: Florida has a very broad public records law. Most written 
communications to or from state officials regarding state business are public 
records, available to the public and media upon request. Your e-mail 
communications may be subject to public disclosure. (Florida Statutes, 
chapter 119) 

-----Original Message-----
From: David Rydene Lmailto:David.Rydene@noaa.gov] 
Sent: wednesday, May 25, 2011 9:55AM 
To: vann, Alan 
subject: NMFS comments on the Gulf Coast Parkway DEIS 

NOAA's National Marine Fisheries service offers the following comments 
regarding the Gulf Coast Parkway's Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 

It was surprising that a preferred alternative was not named in the DEIS. The 
CEQ NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) state that the lead agency should 
"identify the agency's preferred alternative or alternatives, if one exists, 
in the draft statement". If a preferred alternative is not identified until 
the FEIS, then it will be difficult for the public and the resource agencies 
to provide input on the preferred alternative that is chosen. However, based 
on a conversation with Alan vann, there will be opportunities for comments 
regarding the preferred alternative during the FEIS phase. 

Page 1 
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FW NMFS comments on the Gulf Coast Parkway DEIS.txt 
In regards to the selection of a preferred alternative, the original and 
primary purpose of the Gulf Coast Parkway (GCP) was to help stimulate Gulf 
county's depressed economy. It would seem that Alternatives 17 and 
19 would do little to achieve this goal with the possible exception of Mexico 
Beach. If the GCP were built, the transfer of freight between Gulf county and 
Bay county, and the movement of Gulf county residents to employment centers in 
Bay county, would appear to send substantial truck and car traffic through 
Mexico Beach on us 98 when heading to the GCP. 
This would seem to be incompatible with Mexico Beach's tourism and retiree­
based economy. In addition, Alternatives 17 and 19 would provide little 
benefit to the designated Enterprise zones. 

Another purpose for the GCP was to provide improved hurricane evacuation 
capability, in part because the high-level us 98 Dupont Bridge must be closed 
during high winds (over 55 mph). However, all of the proposed GCP alternatives 
also include a high-level bridge (see PQ· 12). It would seem that any GCP 
bridge would also have to be closed dur1ng high winds, at least partially 
defeating the improved hurricane evacuation goal of the GCP. 

Although a major purpose of the road is the stimulation of economic growth in 
the region, the indirect effects analysis indicates that the GCP will result 
in only minor growth over and above that which would occur under the No Build 
Alternative. There seems to be a logical disconnect in that regard. 

The conclusions of the indirect effects analysis tend to finish with 
rationalizing statements in instances where it seems that a resource may be 
more than minimally impacted (e.g. regulations, permitting, or a potential 
conservation agreement will fix the problem). While these types of actions may 
help to minimize development impacts to some extent, they do not eliminate 
those impacts, and there is also uncertainty with regards to their 
effectiveness that is not addressed. 

Uncertainty also surrounds the results of the Delphi Group ' s analysis, and the 
whole indirect effects analysis hinges on the accuracy of those results. 

Depending on which alternative is chosen, a bridge would be built to span 
either East Bay or Wetappo Creek. Under the essential fish habitat discussion, 
the potential direct effects of bridge construction are addressed, but the 
document does not consider impacts from the operation of a bridge once it is 
built. Effects such as the alteration of reproductive behavior of soniferous 
fishes and other estuarine species due to noise from bridge traffic or 
nighttime bridge lighting should be considered. NMFS would strongly recommend 
that any bridge built should be designed to convey stormwater off the bridge 
for treatment. If Alternative 17 or Alternative 19 is selected, before any 
actual East Bay Bridge construction begins , there should be a commitment made 
to conduct another seagrass survey during the June-August prime growing 
season. 

on page 4-124 under summary of cumulative Effects Analysis, NMFS disagrees 
with the statement "In the case of new commercial areas, the high percentage 
is a benefit, not an adverse effect." New commercial areas may be beneficial 
in terms of economic development, but they are detrimental in other ways (e.g. 
habitat loss, pollutants). NMFS also disagrees with the statement "Potentially 
impaired waters and class I drainage basins would probably benefit from future 
development, as it would be required to provide treatment of stormwater runoff 
that currently is draining untreated into these basins." while future 
developments may be required to treat stormwater, they will also introduce new 
contaminants that did not presently exist in undeveloped areas. It has not 
been NMFS' experience that increased development improves water quality. 

some editorial comments follow: 

on page 4-6 in the bottom paragraph, the sentence "A negative number means the 
Page 2 
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FW NMFS comments on the Gulf Coast Parkway DEIS.txt 
growth trend method predicted a larger population within the particular PARA 
than the Delphi Group." in reference to Table 4-5 appears incorrect. A 
negative number seems to indicate that the Delphi Group predicted a larger 
population in the PARA than the growth trend method. 

on page 4-104 in the top paragraph, the sentence "The crossing of the rcww 
would also provide the same horizontal clearance (50 feet) as the Du Pont 
Bridge.", should read 150 feet not 50 feet. 

on page 4-130 under commitment of Funds, the statement "The total commitment 
of funds for the proposed project is estimated to be 25 million dollars.", 
needs to be clarified. The 25 million dollars obviously does not include 
construction costs, as according to Table 
2-29 the total cost estimates for the GCP range between 540 and 619 million 
dollars. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Gulf coast Parkway DEIS. 

David Rydene, Ph.D. 
Fishery Biologist 
National Marine Fisheries service 
Habitat conservation Division 
263 13th Avenue south 
St. Petersburg, FL 33701 
office (727) 824-5379 
cell (727) 512-6782 
Fax (727) 824-5300 

This message has been checked for all known viruses by MessageLabs. 

Page 3 
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RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 

Dr. David Rydene, Ph.d. 
Fishery Biologist 
National Marine Fisheries Service 
Habitat Conservation Division 
263 13th Avenue South 
St. Petersburg, Florida 33701 

Re: Re: Gulf Coast Parkway 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
County: Bay, Calhoun and Gulf 

Chipley, Florida 32428 

Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Dr. Rydene: 

OF F1CE OF THE 
SECRETARY 

Thank you for yom comments on the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the above 
referenced project. The following presents om proposed responses to those comments. 

Comment: It was smprising that a preferred alternative was not named in the DEIS. CEQ NEP A 
regulations (40 CFR 1502.14) state that the lead agency should "identify the agency's 
preferred alternative or alternatives, if one exists, in the draft statement" . If a preferred 
alternative is not identified until the FEIS, then it will be difficult for the public and the 
resomce agencies to provide input on the preferred alternative that is chosen. However, 
based on a conversation with Alan Vann, there will be opportunities for comments regarding 
the preferred alternative dming the FEIS phase. 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment: In regards to the selection of a preferred alternative, the original and primary purpose of the 
Gulf Coast Parkway (GCP) was to help stimulate Gulfs County ' s depressed economy . It 
would seem that Alternatives 17 and 19 would do little to achieve this goal with the possible 
exception of Mexico Beach. If the GCP were built, the transfer of freight between Gulf 
County and Bay County, and the movement of Gulf County residents to employment centers 
in Bay County, would appear to send substantial truck and car traffic through Mexico Beach 
onUS 98 when heading to the GCP. This would seem to be incompatible with Mexico 
Beach's tourism and retiree-based economy. In addition, Alternatives 17 and 19 would 
provide little benefit to the designated Enterprise Zones. 

Response: If the proposed Gulf to Bay Highway project is built prior to the Gulf Coast Parkway, it 
would accommodate the through traffic that currently travels on US 98 to CR 386. 

It is noted that Alternatives 17 and 19 would be less beneficial to the Enterprise Zone on CR 
386 than Alternatives 8, 14, or 15. 
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Comment: Another purpose of the GCP was to provide improved hurricane evacuation capability, in part 
because the high-level US 98 DuPont Bridge must be closed during high winds (over 55 
mph). However, all of the proposed GCP alternatives also include a high-level bridge (seep. 
12). It would seem that any GCP bridge would also have to be closed during high winds, at 
least partially defeating the improved hurricane evacuation goal of the GCP. 

Response: Unfortunately, there is no possible route from the coastal area that would not involve a high­
level crossing. 

Comment: Although a major purpose of the road is the stimulation of economic growth in the region, the 
indirect effects analysis indicates that the GCP will result in only minor growth over and 
above that which would occur under the No Build Alternative. There seems to be a logical 
disconnect in that regard. 

Response: Several factors were considered in identifYing the locations and types of future development 
scenarios for Gulf County. One factor was the time frame for constructing the proposed Gulf 
Coast Parkway. Given that the project is only in the preliminary engineering phase, it would 
likely be five to ten years before the first phase of the project is constructed. The first phases 
of the project are not even located within Gulf County. Another factor is that Gulf County 's 
generally depressed economy coupled with the continuing effects of the 2008 recession leave 
considerable room for economic expansion without altering the population projections for the 
study period. Further, the ICE analysis noted that on-going and planned development 
projects within the Mexico Beach-St. Joe Beach study area were more than adequate to 
accommodate the projected population growth within the study period. Even if these 
developments were not fully adequate to accommodate the projected population growth, the 
coastal area of southeast Bay County and south Gulf County will be in competition with other 
areas of Bay County better equipped to attract tourist dollars and any influx of new 
population. Therefore, without any basis for an increase in the projected population, there is 
no need for additional housing within the planning period. Without the demand for housing 
in other areas of Gulf County, most future development associated with the project 
alternatives would be of the commercial type that tends to pop-up at new intersections of 
major roads and some office or commercial development within the enterprise zones. 

As construction of the Gulf Coast Parkway within Gulf County won't likely occur for ten to 
fifteen years, or more, the amount of development that is implied by the commenter won't 
likely occur for 30 to 40 years, well beyond the analysis period of the ICE report. 

Comment: The conclusions of the indirect effects analysis tend to finish with rationalizing statements in 
instances where it seems that a resource may be more than minimally impacted (e.g. 
regulations, permitting, or a potential conservation agreement will fix the problems). While 
these types of actions may help to minimize development impacts to some extent, they do not 
eliminate those impacts, and there is also uncertainty with regards to their effectiveness that is 
not addressed. 

Response: Comment noted. 

Comment: Uncertainty also surrounds the results of the Delphi Group's analysis and the whole indirect 
effects analysis hinges on the accuracy of those results. 
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Response: The Delphi Group's involvement with indirect and cumulative effects analysis was confined 
to identifYing the probable locations of future development. Uncertainty cannot be avoided 
when predicting future actions of others. Without specific development plans, it is not 
possible to provide more than a generalized assessment of impacts. However, it was felt that 
the assessment procedure was sufficient to accomplish the goals of the indirect and 
cumulative effects analysis which were: 1) to determine the project's potential indirect and 
cumulative effects in the study area; 2) to determine whether the cumulative effects of future 
development within the planning period would be substantial enough to risk the continued 
existence of a resource of concern; and 3) to provide enough information that those with 
responsibility for the resources of concern would have sufficient information to be able to 
determine their future course regarding their responsibilities for the resource(s). 

Comment: Depending on which alternative is chosen, a bridge would be built to span either East Bay or 
Wetappo Creek. Under the essential fish habitat discussion the potential direct effects of 
bridge construction are addressed, but the document does not consider impacts from the 
operation of a bridge once it is built. Effects such as the alteration of reproductive behavior 
of soniferous fishes and other estuarine species due to noise from bridge traffic or nighttime 
bridge lighting should be considered. NMFS would strongly recommend that any bridge 
built should be designed to convey stormwater off the bridge for treatment. If Alternatives 17 
or Alternative 19 is selected, before any actual East Bay Bridge construction begins, there 
should be a commitment made to conduct another seagrass survey during the June-August 
prime growing season. 

Response: In addition to impacts to the human environment, construction noise and vibration impacts 
are thought to have impacts on fish and wildlife. Unfortunately very few reliable studies 
have been conducted on the impacts of either traffic or construction noise on wildlife. 
Additionally, of the studies that have been conducted, the results cannot necessarily be 
assumed applicable to wildlife species other than the ones studied due to the differences in 
hearing and noise sensitivity between and among species. 

However, of the various sources that cause construction noise and vibration, the effects of 
pile-driving on fish and other aquatic species appear to have been more frequently studied 
than those from other sources, probably since pile-driving generates some of the most severe 
noise and vibration effects. The type and intensity of the sounds produced during pile driving 
depend on a variety of factors, including but not limited to, the type and size of the pile, the 
firmness of the substrate into which the pile is being driven, the depth of water, and the type 
and size of the pile-driving hammer1

. The degree to which an individual fish exposed to 
sound is affected is also dependent upon a multitude of factors, including 1) species offish, 
2) fish size, 3) presence of a swim bladder, 4) physical condition of the fish, 5) peak sound 
pressure and frequency, 6) shape of the sound wave (rise time), 7) depth of the water around 
the pile, 8) depth of the fish in the water column, 9) amount of air in the water, 1 0) size and 
number of waves on the water surface, 11) bottom substrate composition and texture, 12) 
effectiveness of any attenuation technology employed, 13) tidal currents (if present), and 14) 
presence of predators2

• 

1 PND Engineering, Inc., Knik Arm Crossing Pile-driving Noise Attenuation Measures Technical Report Final, 
prepared for, Knik Arm Bridge and Toll Authority, November 2005, pp. 32-33. 

PND Engmeenng, Inc., Knik Arm Crossing Pile-driving Noise Attenuation Measures Technical Report Final, 
prepared for, Knik Arm Bridge and Toll Authority, November 2005, pp. 32-33. 
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According to the Washington State DOT the "risk of injury or mortality for aquatic species 
and fish associated with noise, in general, is related to the effects of rapid pressure changes, 
especially on gas filled spaces in the body"3 Pile-driving can generate intense underwater 
sound pressure waves. When a fish is exposed to pressure waves of sufficient intensity 
and/or for sufficient duration, the fish 's swim bladder may rupture or the decompression 
accompanying the sound waves forces the gas in the blood and tissue to vaporize causing the 
veins to rupture and organ failure 4 . 

Measures to minimize the effects of pile driving on fish that have been identified in the 
literature are listed below. 

1) Use of wood or concrete piles instead of hollow steel piles. 
2) If using hollow steel piles, restrict their installation to a time of year when larval 

and juvenile stages of fish species with designated EFH are not present; drive 
piles during low tide periods when located in intertidal and shallow subtidal 
areas; use a vibratory hammer as much as possible; monitor peak SPLs during 
pile driving to ensure that they do not exceed the 190 dB re 1P A threshold for 
injury to fish; employ measures to attenuate sound should SPLs exceed 180 dB re 
1 PA (i.e. air bubble curtain system or air-filled coffer dam, use of a smaller 
hammer, and use of a hydraulic hammer if impact driving cannot be avoided); 
and drive piles when the current is reduced in areas of strong current. 

3) Use of the construction technique called "ramping up" which requires the 
contractor to use soft-start procedures where the hammer is not used at full 
strength at the start of a pile driving session. 

Because the proposed improvement includes bridge construction, the need for these measures 
will be evaluated during the project's design and special provisions may be added to the 
project's construction specifications as appropriate. 

Stmmwater conveyance for bridge runoff will be built to meet all state and federal standards. 

It is noted that a commitment needs to made that if Alternative 17 or 19 are selected an 
additional seagrass survey during the June-August prime growing season must be completed. 

Comment: On page 4-124 under Summary of Cumulative Effects Analysis, NMFS disagrees with the 
statement "In the case of new commercial areas, the high percentage is a benefit, not an 
adverse effect" . New commercial areas may be beneficial in terms of economic 
development, but they are detrimental in other ways (e.g. habitat loss, pollutants). NMFS 
also disagrees with the statement "Potentially impaired waters and Class I drainage basins 
would probably benefit from future development, as it would be required to provide treatment 
of storm water runoff that currently is draining untreated into these basins." While future 
developments may be required to treat stormwater, they will also introduce new contaminants 
that did not presently exist in undeveloped areas. It has not been NMFS' experience that 
increased development improves water quality. 

Response: The intent was to indicate that an increase in new commercial areas was a benefit to the local 
economy. The sentence has been revised to delete the phrase "is not an adverse effect" . 

3 Washington State Department of Transportation, Biological Assessment Preparation Advanced Training Manua~ 
Version 02-2012, 7.0 Construction Noise Impact Assessment, p. 7 51 
4 Transportation Research Board, Hydroacoustic Impacts on Fish from Pile Installation, Research Results Digest 
363, October 20 II, p. 5 
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The sentence regarding improved water quality has been deleted. 

Comment: On page 4-6 in the bottom paragraph, the sentence "A negative number means the growth 
trend method predicted a larger population within the particular PARA than the Delphi 
Group" in reference to Table 4-5 appears incorrect. A negative number seems to indicate that 
the Delphi Group predicted a larger population in the PARA than the growth trend method. 

Response: Comment has been noted and is correct. The reference has been corrected in the document. 

Comment: On page 4-104 in the top paragraph, the sentence "The crossing of the ICWW would also 
provide the same horizontal clearance (50 feet) as the DuPont Bridge" should read 150 feet, 
not 50 feet. 

Response: Clearance has been corrected. 

Comment: On page 4-130 under the Commitment of Funds, the statement "l11e total commitment of 
funds for the proposed project is estimated to be 25 million dollars" needs to be clarified. 
The 25 million dollars obviously does not include constmction costs, as according to Table 2-
29 the total cost estimates for the GCP range between 540 and 6 19 million dollars. 

Response: Sentence has been modified. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Vann 
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Northwest Florida Water Management District 

81 Water Management Drive, Havana, F10iida 32333-47 12 
(U. S Highway 90, 10 miles we.>t ofTallahassee) 

Douglas E. Barr 
Executive Director 

(850) 539-5999 • (Fax) 539-2777 

TO 

THROUGH 

FROM 

DATE: 

SUBJECT 

MEMORA N DUM 

Alan Vann, Project Coordinator, Florida Department of Transportation 
Greg Garrett; Group Manager, Transportation Planning, Atkins 

Duncan J. Cairns, Chief, Bureau of Environmental and Resource Planning 

Paul Thorpe, Resource Planning Section Director 

June 24, 2011 

Gulf Coast Parkway Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

The Gulf Coast Parkway would provide a major new highway corridor, combining development of new 
alignment sections with the widening and expansion of existing roadway segments in rural Gulf and Bay 
counties. District staff have participated in early review and technical assistance through the Efficient 
Transportation Decision-Making (ETDM) process. Detailed descriptions of resource concerns previously 
provided by the District during the ETDM process remain applicable. Following are technical comments and 
recommendations concerning the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) transmitted by 
FOOT on April 20, 2011 . Comments and recommendations concerning the Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
analysis were provided under separate cover on June 3, 2011 . 

Floodplains and Floodplain Functions 

• Data shown on Figure 3-15 (section 3, page 3-54) appear to reflect old, no longer effective data from 
November 2002. Effective data, dated April 2009 is referenced in Table 3-23 (Section 3, page 3-53) but 
not reflected on the map. It is unclear whether the effective or old data were utilized in the quantitative 
analysis. 

• Calhoun County flood information was included in the maps on page 3-54, but not referenced in Table 3-
23 (FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Maps within the Study Area). Additionally, the data were not referenced 
in Table 3-24 (FEMA Flood Insurance Studies [FIS] within the Study Area). It is unclear whether the 
mapped data were considered in the tabulated analysis in Section 2, page 2-90 (Table 2-27, Natural 
Environmental Involvement Category Ranking). There appear to be no text references to the Calhoun 
County data within the Draft EIS. It is unclear whether impacts to floodplains in Calhoun County were 
evaluated. 

• Section 3.6.5, Floodplains, states that the storm surge zones of East Bay have a base flood elevation of 
8.0 feet, but data referenced in-house reflect storm surge elevations ranging from 8 to 11 feet. Storm 
surge zones near the project terminus are mapped as high as 16 feet, but no reference to this was found 
in the document. 

GEORGE ROBERTS 
Chair 

Panama City 

PHILIP K. McMILLAN 
Vice Chair 
Blountstown 

STEVE G HAZVI NI 
SecretaryfTreasurer 

Tallahassee 

PETER ANTONACCI 
Tallahassee 

STEPHANIE BLOYD 
Panama City Beach 

JOYCE ESTES 
Eastpoint 

TIM NORRIS 
Santa Rosa Beach 

JERRY PATE 
Pensacola 

RAPLH RISH 
Port St. Joe 
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Water Quality 

• It is recommended that the Chapter 4 of the DEIS include a discussion of likely or potential short-term 
and long-term water quality impacts that would result from construction and operation of a major 
roadway. Section 4.3.7 discussed water quality, but potential effects were not clearly identified. 
Pollutants and their potential effects should be identified, as well as the potential for stormwater 
treatment systems to minimize such effects. Long-term impacts, for example, would include nonpoint 
source discharge of pollutants, as well as disruption of adjacent wetland and floodplain water quality 
functions Short term impacts would include discharge of sediments during construction, increased 
turbidity in the proximity of construction and downstream, with resulting impacts on benthic aquatic 
habitats. It would also be appropriate to identify specific stream crossings and proximate surface waters 
that would potentially be affected by both construction-related impacts and long-term operation. The EIS 
should also include an assessment of anticipated success of construction BMPs to control sedimentation 
and turbidity during possible major storm events, such as are not infrequent in the region. 

• Section 4.3. 7 of the DE IS appears to conclude that the no build alternative would result in greater water 
quality impacts than any of the build alternatives. The rationale given is that existing stormwater would 
continue to be untreated under the no-build alternative, while the build alternatives would all meet 
permitting requirements for treating runoff from the new construction. The given conclusion, however, 
would only seem valid to the degree that existing stormwater and nonpoint source pollution impacts 
(which are not otherwise detailed in the analysis) would also be corrected in the process of the new 
facility construction. In general, construction of new roadways, land disturbance, and impervious surface 
area would be expected to increase nonpoint source pollution (adding to the existing sources) unless 
significant existing problems are described and actions proposed to be taken to address the existing 
impacts are clearly articulated. Thus, it is recommended that the analysis and discussion reflected in this 
section of the report be reevaluated. 

It would seem that the potential for individual build alternatives to correct existing stormwater and 
nonpoint issues would differ based how much each proposed alignment incorporates existing roadway 
corridors. An analysis of this, identifying the relative potential of each build alternative to address 
existing impacts would be appropriate. If this project does include, as a mitigating measure, the 
correction and retrofit of existing nonpoint sources, it would be well-worth describing this within the 
document Paragraph seven on p. 4-74, however, indicates that no additional stormwater mitigation is 
being considered beyond meeting direct construction regulatory requirements. 

District staff appreciate the opportunity to review the preliminary draft EIS and associated documents. If 
there are any questions concerning this review, please do not hesitate to contact Paul Thorpe or Duncan 
Cairns at (850) 539-5999. 
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RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 

Chipley, Florida 32428 

Mr. Duncan Cairns, Chief 
Bureau ofEnvirorunental and Resource Pennitting 
Northwest Florida Water Management District 
81 Water Management Drive 
Havana, Florida 32333-4 712 

Re: Gulf Coast Parkway 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
County: Bay, Calhoun and Gulf 
Preliminary Draft Envirorunental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Cairns: 

OFF1CE OF THE 
SECRETARY 

Thank you for your comments on the Preliminary Draft Envirorunental Impact Statement for the above 
referenced project. The following presents our proposed responses to those comments. 

Floodplains and Floodplain Function 

Comment: Data shown on Figure 3-15 (section 3-54) appear to reflect old, no longer effective data from 
November 2002. Effective data, dated April2009 is referenced in Table 3-23 (Section 3, 
page 3-53) but not reflected on the map. It is unclear whether the effective or old data were 
utilized in the quantification analysis. 

Response: The referenced date on Figure 3-15 was in error. The data utilized was the more recent April 
2009. Therefore, the date on the figure has been changed. 

Comment: Calhoun County flood information was included in the maps on page 3-54, but not referenced 
in Table 3-23 (FEMA Flood Insurance Studies [FIS] within the study area). It is unclear 
whether the mapped data were considered in the tabulated analysis in Section 2, page 2-90 
(Table 2-27, Natural Envirorunental Involvement Category Ranking). There appear to be no 
text references to the Calhoun County data within the Draft EIS. It is unclear whether 
impacts to floodplains in Calhoun County were evaluated. 

Response: The mapped data for Calhoun County was the 2009 DFIRM data. The FIS study for Calhoun 
County was not included in Table 3-23 because it was being revised and was not available at 
the time of the report. 

Comment: Section 3.6.5, Floodplains, states that the storm surge zones ofEast Bay have a base flood 
elevation of8.0 feet, but data referenced in-house reflect storm surge elevations ranging from 
8 to 11 feet. Storm surge zones near the project terminus are mapped as high as 16 feet, but 
no reference to this was found in the document. 
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Response: The base flood elevation provided in the Location Hydraulic Report and the Draft EIS 
reflects the stillwater storm surge elevation of 8.0 feet (NAVD 88) in East Bay near the 
project alignment. There are higher elevations on the FIRM associated with wave height. 
The wave crest heights are estimated as elevation 9.0 feet (NAVD 88) in East Bay near the 
alignment. This difference is not significant and would not affect the selection of 
alternatives. 

In the coastal area, at US 98, at the beginning of the project, there are also wave height 
elevations noted on the FIRM. The wave heights, including elevation 16 have flood zone 
limits associated with them. The limits stop on the dune system and are outside the project 
limits. At US 98 there is a very small Zone AE area identified with a Stillwater elevation of 
12.0 feet. This area stops near the gulf side right-of-way of US 98 and will have no affect on 
the selection of alternatives. 

Therefore, no change in the discussion of storm surge has been made. 

Water Oualitv 

Comment: It is recommended that the Chapter 4 of the DEIS include a discussion oflikely or potential 
short-term and long-term water quality impacts that would result from construction and 
operation of a major roadway. Section 4.3. 7 discussed water quality, but potential effects 
were not clearly identified. Pollutants and their potential effects should be identified, as well 
as the potential for stormwater treatment systems to minimize such effects. Long-term 
impacts, for example, would include nonpoint source discharge of pollutants, as well as 
disruption of adjacent wetland and floodplain water quality functions. Short te1m impacts 
would include discharge of sediments during construction, increased turbidity in the 
proximity of construction and downstream, with resulting impacts on benthic aquatic habitats. 
It would also be appropriate to identifY specific stream crossings and proximate surface 
waters that would potentially be affected by both construction-related impacts and long-term 
operation. The EIS should also include an assessment of anticipated success of construction 
BMPs to control sedimentation and turbidity during possible major storm events, such as are 
not infrequent in the region. 

Response: A discussion of pollutants in road run-off and their potential effects has been added to the 
discussion of water quality as has the identification of specific surface water crossings. Use 
of best management practices for short-term construction effects is addressed in Section 
4.3.20 Construction. 

Comment: Section 4.3.7 of the DEIS appears to conclude that the no build alternative would result in 
greater water quality impacts than any of the build alternatives. The rationale given is that 
existing storm water would continue to be untreated under the no-build alternative, while 
the build alternatives would all meet permitting requirements for treating runoff from the 
new construction. The given conclusion, however, would only seem valid to the degree 
that existing stormwater and nonpoint source pollution impacts (which are not otherwise 
detailed in the analysis) would also be corrected in the process of the new facility 
construction. In general, construction of new roadways, land disturbance, and impervious 
surface area would be expected to increase nonpoint source pollution (adding to the 
existing sources) unless significant existing problems are described and actions proposed 
to be taken to address the existing impacts are clearly articulated. Thus, it is recommended 
that the analysis and discussion reflected in this section of the report be reevaluated. 
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Response: The sentence suggesting potential for improvement in water quality has been removed. 

Comment: It would seem that the potential for individual build alternatives to correct existing 
stormwater and nonpoint issues would differ based how much each proposed aligmnent 
incorporates existing roadway corridors. An analysis of this, identifying the relative 
potential of each build alternative to address existing impacts would be appropriate. If 
this project does include, as a mitigating measure, the correction and retrofit of 
existing nonpoint sources, it would be well-worth describing this within the document. 
Paragraph seven on p. 4-74, however, indicates that no additional stormwater mitigation is 
being considered beyond meeting direct construction regulatory requirements. 

Response: The amount (feet, miles) of existing paved and unpaved roads incorporated by each 
alternative has been included in the water quality discussion. 

Sincerely, 

AJan Vann 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENllON OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
JACKSONVILLE DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P. 0. BOX 4970 

JACKSONVILLE, FLORIDA 32232~019 

July 15, 2011 

North Permits Branch 
SAJ-2009-02076 (IP-A WP) 

Florida Department of Transportation - District 3 
Attn: Alan Vann 
1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, Florida 32428 

Dear Mr. Vann: 

Reference is made to your February 2011 submittal of the Gulf Coast Parkway, Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The U.S. Am1y Corps ofEngineers has completed its 
review of the draft EIS, Wetland Evaluation Report and Indirect and Cumulative Effects Report 
and does not have any comments to provide at this point in the DEIS process. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the documents and we are looking 
forward to working with you in the near future. If you have any questions regarding this letter, 
please contact Randy Turner at the letterhead address or by telephone at 904-232-1670. 

Sincerely, 

Randy L. Turner 
Project Manager, Jacksonvi lle 
Permitting Section 
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U.S. Department o~~~ Homeland Security ~· 

United States -
Coast Guard 

Florida Department of Transportation 
Attn: Mr. J. Brandon Bruner, P. E. 
1074 Highway 90 
Chipley, FL 32428 

Dear Mr. Bruner: 

Commander 
Eighth Coast Guard District 
Hale Boggs Federal Building 

500 Poydras Street 
New Orleans, LA 70130-3310 
Staff Symbol: (dpb) 
Phone: (504) 671-2128 
Fax: (504) 671-2133 
Email: DBDPBALL@uscg.mil 

We have completed our review of Florida Department of Transportation's (FDOT) undated Pre­
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (PDEIS) for the Gulf Coast Parkway project in Gulf and 
Bay Counties, Florida. The Federal Highway Administration will be the lead federal agency for 
satisfying requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Coast Guard 
will be a cooperating federal agency. While the Coast Guard will primarily limit its NEPA 
jurisdiction to the bridge or bridges and their approaches, we must also consider both the 
immediate impacts of the bridges and those which are considered to be secondary or cumulative. 
The Coast Guard is bound by its own instructions to assess all of the potential navigational and 
environmental impacts of the construction, maintenance and operation of bridges which cross 
navigable waterways. As such, we offer the following comments. 

NEP A Compliance - Due to a lack of detail about bridge design and impacts, we would have 
difficulty adopting the document as fulfilling U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) responsibilities under 
the National Environmental Policy Act without supplementation. It might be that a bridge­
specific appendix could consolidate existing information and provide additional detail we need 
with the least disruption to the document preparation. The following comments identify details 
that we ask be included. For all information, please indicate any differences between the East 
Bay and the Intracoastal Waterway (ICWW)/Wetappo Creek alternative locations or affirm that 
there are no differences. 

Alternatives Description - Please clarify whether the East Bay and the ICWW/Wetappo Creek 
crossings to be permitted would be a single 2-lane bridge, a single 4-lane bridge, or dual bridges 
each having 2lanes. Please include general bridge design information such as overall length, 
the elevation of the base flood elevation and the location of abutments and seawalls relative to 
that elevation, the number of piers in emergent and submerged wetlands, and estimates of any 
cut and fill, including scour protection. Page 2-22 indicates that all water from the bridge will be 
emptied into drainage areas off the bridge and page 4-74 indicates that storm water runoff will be 
treated before discharge to surface waters. Please include this information and describe or show 
where any collection ponds or basins would be located. The description should include the 
clearance information from page 4-104. Because the project need is based in part on improving 
hurricane evacuation capability, please indicate the wind speed at which the East Bay and the 
ICWW/Wetappo Creek bridges would be closed. 
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Construction Methodology- Please provide general information about bow the bridge(s) would 
be constructed, such as lay-down locations and post-construction disposition, use of work 
bridges and/or barges, schedule start and duration, and use of cofferdams. Because of the 
extensive amount of wetlands at the ICWW /Wetappo Creek crossing, construction techniques 
there have the potential for causing significant wetland impacts that we must evaluate. 

Navigation - Please describe historic, current, and prospective waterway navigational usage, 
including type, frequency, and height of craft, for the ICWW and Wetappo Creek. The 
document must contain some analysis of impacts to navigation. Section 4.3.17, on page 4-101 
does not do this. Page 4-109 concludes that there would be no substantial direct or indirect 
impacts, but the conclusion is not supported by any analysis. Stating that the impact is "New 
high-level crossing of Wetappo and ICWW," as done on the page 27 summary for operation 
impacts, is insufficient. The analysis should explain the meaning of the page 28 summary for 
construction impacts that states "Increased hazards to vessels due to bridge construction." To the 
extent that there is a difference between impacts for the alternative locations, the differences 
should be indicated. Please provide the clearance information for the DuPont and Overstreet 
bridges as well as any others that are considered limiting. 

Floodplains -Much of the PDEIS impact analysis is written at the alternative level to allow a 
comparison between the five roadway alternatives. For USCG purposes, the document needs to 
have bridge-specific information. Page 3-52 states that the base floodplains in proximity to East 
Bay are storm surge related and have a base flood elevation of 8 feet. Please clarify whether this 
applies to the ISCWW/Wetappo bridge as well as the East Bay bridge and describe, in 
combination with information identified above in item 2 for each bridge location, floodplain 
encroachment. The PDEIS, page 4-82, references a location hydraulic report but the report does 
not give bridge-specific information and indicates that no flow rate analysis was done for the 
bridges. The final document should contain, or reference, an analysis that demonstrates the 
predicted changes to the base flood elevation. Consistent with the requirements of Executive 
Order 11988, the document should include a finding that there is no practicable alternative to 
siting in the floodplain and that the design minimizes potential harm. 

Wetlands- PDEIS section 4.3.4, page 4-56, states that planning-level wetland assessments have 
been conducted and more detailed assessments appropriate for permit application submittal will 
be required. Please describe in the DEIS plans for more detailed assessments for the East Bay 
and ICWW/Wetappo Creek bridge rights-of-way and indicate whether the results will be in the 
final EIS. The DEIS should provide description of the direct and indirect impacts to the 
wetlands, including construction impacts and mitigation. Construction impacts at the 
IGCWW /W etappo Creek location would be of particular concern due the presence of the 
extensive wetland area. If the wetlands impacts would be the same as those described in the 
PDEIS discussion of essential fish habitat, please add section 4.3.4 a reference to section 4.3.5 
for the additional wetlands information. Consistent with the requirements of Executive Order 
11990, the document should include a finding that there is no practicable alternative to 
construction in the wetlands and that all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands have 
been included. 

2 
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Essential Fish Habitat- If additional assessments of essential fish habitat (EFH) would be 
conducted, please add information as described above for wetlands. Page 4-64 indicates that the 
alignment was shifted post-EFH assessment. Please indicate whether the assessment information 
provided remains representative of the new alignment or whether it will be revised after 
additional assessment. The wetlands report, page 61 , and the EFH assessment, page 23, discuss 
indirect impacts to EFH. Please include this information, corrected as needed for there­
alignment, in section 4.3.19.3 of the DEIS. 

Historic Resources - PDEIS page 4-48 states that there is no direct impact and page 4-109 states 
that there are no indirect impacts to historic resources. However, page 4-45 indicates that the 
state historic preservation officer (SHPO) considers the visual impact of the East Bay bridge on 
the Allenton Farmstead to detract from the farm's historic setting. Please resolve the apparent 
inconsistency and indicate whether the SHPO concern could be mitigated. 

Migratory Birds -The PDEIS does not address compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 
a topic that was raised by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), appendix J. For the East Bay and ICWW/Wetappo Creek bridges, 
please add, at a minimum, discussion of whether construction would begin during the nesting 
season and whether construction would impact nesting migratory birds. 

Wildlife- Sections 3.6.8 and 4.3.14 provide an extensive description and listing of species, 
including federally listed threatened and endangered species, for the project area. Because the 
analytical focus is on roadway alignments, the USCG is unable to determine which species are 
present and may be affected by the East Bay and the ICWW/Wetappo Creek bridges. Please 
provide this information, particularly for the table 4-41, page 4-96, determination of effect. Page 
4-48 states that the endangered species biological assessment report was submitted to the 
USFWS but does not indicate whether it was submitted to the National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS). Please indicate whether the report was submitted to the NMFS Office of Protected 
Resources for the purposes of the Endangered Species Act and the Marine Mammal Protection 
Act consultation and if not, explain why. 

Coastal Zone Consistency - Section 4.3.12, page 4-83, states that the Florida State Clearinghouse 
has determined that this project is consistent with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Plan. 
The Clearinghouse statement addresses the PD&E study and is misleading in the PDEIS because 
it is out of context. The NWFWMD will determine construction and operation consistency 
through issuance of the environmental resource permit. Please clarify the PDEIS statement. 

Indirect Impacts - At either location, a new bridge and its right-of-way will provide a new 
landward access point to a portion of the waterway that currently is relatively inaccessible and 
wild. If provisions would be made for public access, please describe them and their potential 
impacts. If not, please acknowledge the potential for unauthorized usage and impact. 

Before the final environmental document for this project is prepared, the locations and plans for 
all of the bridge crossings should be developed, at least to the extent that the document may 
incorporate the potential direct and indirect impacts, associated with the construction of the 

3 
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bridges. Although the GIWW crossing will be the most significant, any and all other waterway 
crossings will need to be independently evaluated from the standpoint of navigation to determine 
the level of Coast Guard bridge permitting action that may be required for each one. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. If we can be of further assistance, please contact 
our office. 

Copy: Alan Vann, FDOT 
David Gibbs, FHW A 
COMDT, CG-5512 

stl/!t/t-
DAVID M. FRANK 
Chief, Bridge Administration Branch 
U.S. Coast Guard 
By direction 

4 
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RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Highway 90 

Mr. DavidM. Frank, Chief 
Bridge Administration Branch 
U.S. Coast Guard, Eighth District 
500 Poydras Street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130-3310 

Re: Gulf Coast Parkway 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
County: Bay, Calhoun and Gulf 

Chipley, Florida 32428 

Preliminary Draft Envirorunental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Frank: 

OFFICE OFTIIE 
SECRETARY 

Thank you for your comments on the Preliminary Draft Envirorunental Impact Statement for the above 
referenced project. The following presents our proposed responses to those comments. 

NEP A Compliance 

Comment: Due to a lack of detail about bridge design and impacts, we would have difficulty adopting 
the document as fulfilling U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) responsibilities under the National 
Environmental Policy Act without supplementation. It might be that a btidge -specific 
appendix could consolidate existing information and provide additional detail we need with 
the least disruption to the document preparation. The following comments identify details 
that we ask be included. For all information, please indicate any differences between the East 
Bay and the Intracoastal Waterway (ICWW)/Wetappo Creek alternative locations or affirm 
that there are no differences. 

Alternatives Description 

Comment: Please clarity whether the East Bay and the ICWW/Wetappo Creek crossings to be permitted 
would be a single 2-lane bridge, or dual bridges each having 2lanes. Please include general 
bridge design information such as overall length, the elevation of the base flood elevation and 
the location of abutments and seawalls relative to that elevation, the number of piers in 
emergent and submerged wetlands, and estimates of any cut and fill, including scour 
protection. Page 2-22 indicates that all water from the bridge will be emptied into drainage 
areas off the bridge and page 4-74 indicates that storm water runoff will be treated before 
discharge to surfuce waters. Please include this information and describe or show where any 
collection ponds or basins would be located. The description should include the clearance 
information from page 4-104. Because the project need is based in part on improving 
hurricane evacuation capability, please indicate the wind speed at which the East Bay and the 
ICWW/Wetappo Creek bridges would be closed. 
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Response: Ultimately (in 2035), the project would have dual two-lane bridges; however, the initial 
construction is expected to be limited to a single two-lane bridge offset within right-of-way of 
sufficient width to allow for future expansion. Therefore, at some future date a second permit 
application would be submitted for a second parallel bridge. 

Some of the general bridge design information requested is not yet available, but will be 
provided for the preferred alternative when a preferred alternative has been selected. Any 
general information that is available, such as bridge length, that hasn't been included in the 
draft EIS will be added. 

In East Bay, the highest flood stage is elevation 10 NAVD 88 (0.00 NAVD = 0.52 NGVD). 
This is a Zone VE, thus associated with wave action. The adjacent Zone AE still water 
elevations are 6, 7, or 8 depending on location in the bay or along the shore. At the crossing 
of the ICWW at CR 386 and Wetappo Creek, the flood zones are Zone A "Elevation Not 
Determined". 

Pages 2-22 and 4-74 will be revised to reflect that stormwater will drain directly off the 
bridge through scuppers and that compensatory stormwater treatment will be provided. The 
size and location of storm water treatment ponds will be provided for the preferred alternative. 

The guide clearance information for the ICWW from Section 4 has been added to Section 2. 

High-level bridges are usually closed to traffic when sustained wind speeds exceed 40 mph. 
This will be added to DEIS. 

Construction Methodology 

Comment: Please provide general information about how the bridge(s) would be constructed, such as 
lay-down locations and post-construction disposition, use of work bridges and/or barges, 
schedule start and duration, and use of cofferdams. Because of the extensive amount of 
wetlands at the ICWW/Wetappo Creek crossing, construction techniques there have the 
potential for causing significant wetland impacts that we must evaluate. 

Response: Much of the information requested will not be known until the project design phase. Once a 
preferred alternative is selected the FDOT will coordinate with the USCG regarding the 
agency's specific needs and will provide the requested infmmation as it becomes available. 

Navigation 

Comment: Please describe historic, current, and prospective waterway navigational usage, including 
type, frequency, and height of craft, for the ICWW and Wetappo Creek. The document must 
contain some analysis of impacts to navigation. Section 4.3.17, on page 4-101 does not do 
this. Page 4-109 concludes that there would be no substantial direct or indirect impacts, but 
the conclusion is not supported by any analysis. Stating that the impact is "New high-level 
crossing of Wetappo and ICWW" as done on page 27 summary for operation impacts, is 
insufficient. The analysis should explain the meaning ofthe page 28 summary for 
construction impacts that states "Increased hazards to vessels due to bridge construction". To 
the extent that there is a difference between impacts for the alternative locations, the 
differences should be indicated. Please provide the clearance information for the DuPont and 
Overstreet bridges as we11 as any others that are considered limiting. 
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Response: Commercial traffic on the GulfiCWW is primarily barge-carried bulk cargo with some 
recreational traffic. A boat survey will be performed after selection of the preferred 
alternative to identifY current traffic. The Port of Port St. Joe is trying to become an 
operational port again. At some point in the future it will influence the amount of boat traffic 
on the ICWW; however, at this time the amount of additional barge traffic it is likely to 
generate cannot be estimated. A bridge construction perruit application will be submitted 
during the project's design phase. 

Floodplains 

The presence of another high-level bridge is not expected to provide a substantial impact to 
navigation. During construction of the bridge there could be some temporary restrictions due 
to blockages from barges and cranes used to construct piers and lift bridge segments into 
place. Most vessels that currently use the navigation channel would be able to continue to use 
the channel throughout most of the construction. In any event, work in the waterway would 
be coordinated with USCG and a notice to mariners would be published. 

The principal difference between the two bridge locations is the length of the structures. The 
East Bay Crossing is estimated to be 9,100 feet long while the ICWW/Wetappo crossing is 
estimated to be 7,000 feet long. 

Comment: Much of the PDEIS impact analysis is written at the alternative level to allow a comparison 
between the five roadway alternatives. For USCG purposes, the document needs to have 
bridge specific information. Page 3-52 states that the base floodplains in proximity to East 
Bay are stmm surge related and have a base flood elevation of 8 feet. Please clarifY whether 
this applies to the ICWW/Wetappo Bridge as well as the East Bay bridge and describe, in 
combination with information identified above in item 2 for each bridge location, floodplain 
encroachment. The PDEIS, page 4-82, references a location hydraulic report but the report 
does not give bridge-specific information and indicates that no flow rate analysis was done 
for the bridges. The final document should contain, or reference, an analysis that 
demonstrates the predicted changes to the base flood elevation. Consistent with the 
requirements of Executive Order 11988, the document should include a finding that there is 
no practicable alternative to siting in the floodplain and that the design minimizes potential 
harm. 

Response: The Preliminary Engineering Report that accompanies the Environmental Impact Statement 
will provide engineering information on the proposed bridges, although much of the specific 
information requested won't be available until after a preferred alternative is identified. 

The flood zones at the crossing of the ICWW at CR 386 and Wetappo Creek are Zone A 
(Elevation Not Determined). In East Bay, the highest flood elevation is 10 NAVD 88 (0.00 
NAVD=0.52 NGVD). This is a Zone VE, thus associated with wave action. The adjacent 
Zone AE still water elevations are 6, 7, or 8 depending on location in the bay or along the 
shore. 

During this phase of project development, a flow rate analysis will not be done for the high 
level bridges over the ICWW at CR 386 and Wetappo Creek because the bridge sizes and 
therefore the preliminary cost estimates are not controlled by the hydraulics. During the final 
design phase, hydraulics will be evaluated to address scour and potential backwater effects, 
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Wetlands 

but the structure sizes are controlled (minimum size) by other factors such as roadway 
geometry rather than hydraulics. 

The high level structures, like the other structures, will be designed to cause minimal changes 
in flood stages and flood limits. These changes will not result in any significant adverse 
impacts on the natural and beneficial floodplain values or any significant changes in flood 
risk or damage. The project will enhance emergency services and evacuations. Therefore, it 
has been determined that the encroachments associated with this project are not significant. 
Please note that the floodplain finding cannot be stated until after the selection of a preferred 
alternative, therefore, the Final EIS will contain the floodplain finding. 

Comment: PDEIS section 4.3.4, page 4-56 states that planning-level wetland assessments have been 
conducted and more detailed assessment appropriate for permit application submittal will be 
required. Please describe in the DEIS plans for more detailed assessments for the East Bay 
and ICWW/Wetappo Creek bridge rights-of-way and indicate whether the results will be in 
the final EIS. The DEIS should provide description of the direct and indirect impacts to the 
wetlands, including construction impacts and mitigation. Construction impacts at the 
ICWW/Wetappo Creek location would be of particular concern due the presence ofthe 
extensive wetland area. If the wetlands impacts would be the same as those described in the 
PDEIS discussion of essential fish habitat, please add section 4.3.4 a reference to section 
4.3.5 for the additional wetland information. Consistent with the requirements of Executive 
Order 11990, the document should include a finding that there is no practicable alternative to 
construction in the wetlands and that all practicable measures to minimize harm to wetlands 
have been included. 

Response: The term "planning-level assessment" is being removed from the text of the EIS as it has 
generated confusion among reviewers. The methodology utilized in conducting the wetlands 
assessment for the alternatives analysis phase of project development was the commonly 
accepted procedure previously-approved by the permitting agencies and used on numerous 
projects at this level of analysis. The detailed UMAM assessment will be conducted on the 
preferred alternative; therefore, it will only be conducted at the bridge location associated 
with the preferred alternative. 

Direct and indirect impacts to wetlands and construction impacts have been provided in the 
draft EIS. FDOT is committed to providing mitigation for unavoidable wetland impacts and 
has committed to doing so in the draft EIS. However, mitigation plans are still being 
formulated since there are issues to be resolved such as the fact that there are no cunent 
mitigation sites with estuarine credits. However, once the preferred alternative is identified, 
resolution of outstanding mitigation issues can be resolved and the full conceptual mitigation 
plan will be presented in the final EIS. 

Section 4.3.4 will reference Section 4.3.5. 

The Final EIS will contain the wetlands findings. 

Essential Fish Habitat 

Comment: If additional assessments of essential fish habitat (EFH) would be conducted, please add 
information as described above for wetlands. Page 4-64 indicates that the alignment was 
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shifted post-EFH assessment. Please indicate whether the assessment information provided 
remains representative of the new alignment or whether it will be revised after additional 
assessment. The wetlands report, page 61, and the EFH assessment, page 23, discuss indirect 
impacts to EFH. Please include this information, corrected as needed for the re-alignment, in 
Section 4.3.19.3 ofthe DEIS. 

Response: The original EFH fi eld surveys conducted on September 5, 7, and 12, 2007 encompassed an 
area of sufficient extent to allow for the shifting of an alternative 's alignment to avoid or 
reduce impacts without requiring additional new surveys. Therefore, the data and 
information presented in the EFH assessment are of sufficient detail and specificity to 
estimate potential impacts to existing marine resources identified at the time field surveys 
were conducted and are applicable to the adjusted alignments. 

Historic Resources 

Comment: PDEIS page 4-48 states that there is no direct impact and page 4-109 state that there are no 
indirect impacts to historic resources. However, page 4-45 indicates that the state historic 
preservation officer (SHPO) considers the visual impact of the East Bay bridge on the 
Allanton Farmstead to detract from the farm's historic setting. Please resolve the apparent 
inconsistency and indicate whether the SHPO concern could be mitigated. 

Response: The discrepancy has been resolved and the SHPO has determined that there would be no 
adverse effect on cultural resources, including the Allanton Farmstead. The SHPO 
correspondence making this determination is provided in the revised DEIS appendices. 

Migratorv Birds 

Comment: The PDEIS does not address compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, a topic that was 
raised by the US Environmental Protection Agency and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Setvice 
(USFWS), appendix J. For the East Bay and ICWW/Wetappo Creek bridges, please add, at a 
minimum, discussion of whether construction would begin during the nesting season and 
whether construction would impact nesting migratory birds. 

Response: A statement has been added to the DEIS that the project has been developed in accordance 
with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The construction period for the bridges has not been 
determined yet. A commitment will be added to the DEIS that the FDOT will require 
the contractor to conduct a survey to determine the presence of nesting migratory 
birds in the vicinity ofthe proposed bridge and, if present, to schedule the bridge 
construction after the nesting season. 

Comment: Sections 3.6.8 and 4.3.14 provide an extensive description and listing of species, including 
federally listed threatened and endangered species, for the project area. Because the 
analytical focus is on roadway alignments, the USCG is unable to determine which species 
are present and may be affected by the East Bay and the ICWW/Wetappo Creek bridges. 
Please provide this information, particularly for the table 4-41 , page 4-96 determination of 
effect. Page 4-48 states that the endangered species biological assessment report was 
submitted to the U SFWS but does not indicate whether it was submitted to the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Please indicate whether the report was submitted to the 
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NMFS Office of Protected Resources for the purposes of the Endangered Species Act and the 
Marine Mammal Protection Act consultation and if not, explain why. 

Response: The referenced Table 4-41 (now Table 4-51) is for each alternative's entire alignment. It 
does not distinguish between land and waterway crossings. The information on potentially 
affected species at the waterway crossing will be made available after selection of the 
preferred alternative and the completion of detailed surveys. 

The Endangered Species Biological Assessment report was submitted to the NMFS on The 
Essential Fish Habitat report was provided to NMFS on April 20, 2011 along with the Draft 
EIS, Wetlands Evaluation Report, Endangered Species Biological Assessment, Indirect and 
Cumulative Effects Report, and other technical documents. Marine Fisheries provided 
response back from their review to the FDOT on May 25, 2011. They were not mentioned as 
having received the report because the Essential Fish Habitat report is the coordination 
document for NMFS. Any comments provided by the NMFS and other resource agencies are 
included in the appendices to the draft EIS. 

Coastal Zone Consistency 

Comment: Section 4.3.12, page 4-83, states that the Florida State Clearinghouse has determined that this 
project is consistent with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Plan. The Clearinghouse 
statement addresses the PD&E study and is misleading in the PDEIS because it is out of 
context. The NWFWMD will determine construction and operation consistency through 
issuance of the environmental resource permit. Please clarifY the PDEIS statement. 

Response: The FDOT PD&E Manual requires that the following standard statement be provided (unless 
the project is not found consistent) "The State of Florida has determined that this project is 
consistent with the Florida Coastal Zone Management Plan". However, additional 
information on CZMA consistency process has been added to the text that explains that a 
separate consistency review is undertaken at the permitting phase. 

Indirect Impacts 

Comment: At either location, a new bridge and its right-of-way will provide a new landward access 
point to a portion of the waterway that currently is relatively inaccessible and wild. If 
provisions would be made for public access, please describe them and their potential impacts. 
If not, please acknowledge the potential for unauthorized usage and impact. 

Response: There are no plans for public access at the bridge locations. The property surrounding the 
bridge approaches is privately-owned and not likely to allow public access. Further, should 
these locations be used to provide wildlife crossings the right-of-way would likely be fenced 
for some distance to funnel wildlife to the crossing, preventing public access from the road to 
the waterway. Therefore, any discussion of unauthorized usage would be purely speculative. 
Since NEPA only requires the analysis of reasonably, foreseeable future actions, no 
discussion has been provided. 

Comment: Before the final environmental document for this project is prepared, the locations and plans 
for all of the bridge crossings should be developed, at least to the extent that the document 
may incorporate the potential direct and indirect impacts, associated with the construction of 
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the bridges. Although, the GIWW crossing will be the most significant, any and all other 
waterway crossings will need to be independently evaluated from the standpoint of 
navigation to detennine the level of Coast Guard bridge permitting action that may be 
required for each one. 

Response: Comment noted. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Vann 
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U.S. Department o~~~~ 
Homeland Security · 

United States 
Coast Guard 

Commander 
Eighth Coast Guard District 
Hale Boggs Federal Building 

RECE!VED 
~ 0 ::; '.' 1 2013 

ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

Florida Department of Transportation 
Attn: Mr. Alan Vann 
I 074 Highway 90 
Chipley, FL 32428 

Dear Mr. V ann: 

OFFICE 

500 Poydras Street 
New Orleans, LA 70130-3310 
Staff Symbol: (dpb) 
Phone: (504) 671-2128 
Fax: (504) 671-2133 
Email: DSDPBALL@uscg.mil 

16591A 
March 26, 2013 

We have reviewed your letter dated March 4, 2013, in response to our comments on the 
Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement (PDEIS) for the Gulf Coast Parkway 
project in Gulf, Calhoun, and Bay Counties, Florida This is your FPID # 410981-2-28-
01. On July 28, 2011, the Coast Guard submitted comments to the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT) on the PDEIS for the above project. We find that FDOT's 
response of March 4, 2013 does not fully address comments raised in our comment letter 
dated July 28, 2011. Below, we have incorporated comments that should be addressed in 
the DEIS. 

1. Navigation - The March 4, 2013 response indicated that traffic on the Gulf ICWW is 
primarily barge-carried bulk cargo with some recreational traffic. No navigational usage 
information was provided for Wetappo Creek. The Coast Guard recognizes that detailed 
navigational usage information will be provided in the Final EIS, however, the above 
navigational usage information for the GulflCWW and similar information for Wetappo 
Creek should be included in the Draft EIS. Horizontal and vertical clearance information 
for the existing DuPont and Overstreet bridges as well as any others that are considered 
limiting should also be provided. 

2. Wetlands - The wetlands report, PDEIS page 61 , and the EFH assessment, PDEIS 
page 23, discuss indirect impacts to EFH. Please include this information, corrected as 
needed for the subsequent re-alignment, in section 4.3.19.3 ofthe DEIS. 

3. Indirect Impacts - At either of the alternative locations, a new bridge and its right-of­
way will provide a new landward access point to a portion of the waterway that currently 
is relatively inaccessible and wild. The March 4, 2013 response indicated that the 
property surrounding the bridge approaches is privately-owned and not likely to allow 
public access; and any discussion of unauthorized usage would be purely speculative so 
no discussion has been provided. The Coast Guard is aware of other federal agency 
actions where indirect impacts from unauthorized use were evaluated in the NEPA 
documentation. It is recommended that the project obtain an opinion regarding this 
matter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other natural resource agencies with 
an interest in this project. 
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16591A 
March 26, 2013 

4. Future Actions, Commitments, Mitigation, and Permits - The Coast Guard recognizes 
that because the preferred alternative will be documented in the Final EIS, the Draft EIS 
will not identify site-specific environmental resource, land use, demographic and 
socioeconomic impacts. 

Before the final environmental document for this project is prepared, the locations and 
plans for all of the bridge crossings should be developed, at least to the extent that the 
document may incorporate the potential direct and indirect impacts, associated with the 
construction of the bridges. The Coast Guard will look to the Final EIS to document 
resolution of the issues raised in our July 28, 2011 comment letter. 

5. Navigational and environmental impacts specific to each waterway crossing will need 
to be independently evaluated from the standpoint of navigation to determ.ine the level of 
Coast Guard bridge permit action that may be required for each one. The Coast Guard 
will need to review the Final EIS to ensure that its bridge permitting needs have been met 
before the Federal Highway Administration issues a Record of Decision for the project. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input. If we can be of further assistance, please 
contact our office. 

Copy: David Gibbs, FHWA 
COMDT, CG-5512 

Chief: Bridge Administration Branch 
U.S. Coast Guard 
By direction 

2 
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RICK SCOTT 
GOVERNOR 

Florida Department of Transportation 
1074 Hwy90 

July 31, 2013 
Mr. David M. Frank, Chief 
Bridge Administration Branch 
U.S. Coast Guard, Eighth District 
500 Poydras Street 
New Orleans, Louisiana 70130-3310 

Re: Gulf Coast Parkway 
FPID #: 410981-2-28-01 
County: Bay, Calhoun and Gulf 

Chipley, FL 32428 

Preliminary Draft Environmental hnpact Statement 

Dear Mr. Frank: 

ANANTH PRASAD, P.E. 
SECRETARY 

Thank you for your letter of March 26, 2013 regarding the above referenced project. The 
following addresses the responses to the comments you submitted. 

Comment: Navigation - the March 4, 2012 response indicated that traffic on the GulfiCWW is 
primarily barge-carried bulk cargo with some recreational traffic. No navigation usage 
infom1ation was provided for Wetappo Creek. The Coast Guard recognizes that detailed 
navigational usage information will be provided in the Final EIS, however, the above 
navigational usage information for the Gulf ICWW and similar information for Wetappo Creek 
should be included in the Draft EIS. Horizontal and vetiical clearance information for the 
existing DuPont and Overstreet bridges as well as any others that are considered limiting should 
also be provided. 

Response: Wetappo Creek is principally used for recreational navigation by the property 
owners residing along the creek and others who may access the creek from East Bay or from a 
small boat ramp near CR 386. At the time of the initial site review there were 12 sailboats 
moored on Wetappo Creek (pictures of boats are attached). The largest sailboat was reported to 
have a 62-foot mast. The longest sailboat was 56 feet. There are antidotal reports that the 
creek is sometimes used by other types of vessels as a "hurricane hole"; however, this has not 
been observed by FDOT. 

Clearances provided at the DuPont and Overstreet Bridges are 65 feet vertical and 150 feet 
horizontal. Access to Wetappo Creek fi"om East Bay would be limited to vessels that can pass the 
DuPont and Overstreet bridges, however, most commercial vessels would not use Wetappo as 
there is no destination upstream on Wetappo Creek that requires commercial navigation. 

www .dot.state.fl . us 
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Navigation on Wetappo Creek is also limited by the width of the waterway (see photographs) 
which narrows considerably as it moves upstream from East Bay and depth of the channel. Most 
vessels, especially sailing vessels, using Wetappo Creek can travel no further than the CR 386 
crossing of the creek (see attached photograph ofCR 386 bridge across Wetappo Creek) north 
of Overstreet. Small fishing boats, canoes and kayaks can pass under this bridge. This 
information will be provided in the draft EIS. 

Comment: Wetlands - The wetlands report, PDEIS page 61, and the EFH assessment, PDEIS 
page 23, discuss indirect impacts to EFH. Please include this information, corrected as needed 
for the subsequent re-alignment, in section 4.3.19.3 of the DEIS. 

Response: If this comment was understood correctly the USCG is referring to what appears to be 
a slight discrepancy in impacts, assumed to be the result of the shift in alignment to minimize 
impacts, between what is shown in the wetland section and the EFH section of the report and 
what is shown in the table of impacts in Section 4.3.19. Because so much information had to be 
provided in the ICE summary tables, the impacts were rounded. For example, instead of 
A lternatives 8, 14, and 15 having 9. 6 acres of impact to EFH, the direct impacts to EFH in the 
ICE tables is shown as 10 acres. 

Comment: Indirect Impacts- At either of the alternative locations, a new bridge and its right-of­
way will provide a new landward access point to a portion of the waterway that currently is 
relatively inaccessible and wild. The March 4, 2013 response indicated that the property 
surrounding the bridge approaches is privately-owned and not likely to allow public access; and 
any discussion of unauthorized usage would be purely speculative so no discussion has been 
provided. The Coast Guard is aware of other federal agency actions where indirect impacts from 
unauthorized use were evaluated in the NEPA documentation. It is recommended that the 
project obtain an opinion regarding this matter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and other 
natural resource agencies with an interest in this project. 

Response: To be clear, FDOT assumes the USCG is referring to unauthorized usage of the 
FDOT right-of way from the landward side of the bridge approaches and not from the waterway 
and that their intent is to access the waterway. FDOT is aware that such unauthorized usage of 
FDOT right-of way occurs at some bridge locations. However for such usage to occur several 
conditions must be present not the least of which is the ability to exit the roadway in the vicinity 
of the bridge and unchallenged trespassing of adjoining property. 

The proposed project will be a high-speed highway with a heavy percentage of freight traffic 
which would make leaving the roadway to access right-ofway a safety issue for both those 
attempting to exit the roadway and the traffic on the roadway. Please refer to the attached 
figure showing the conceptual crossing of the ICWW!Wetappo by Alternatives 8, 14, and 15. 
For someone desiring to access the waterway from the bridge approach, due to the length of the 
structure (7, 000 feet) and elevated roadway, they would have to exit the roadway approximately 
one-half mile from the waterway and traverse privately-owned wooded areas and marsh to 
access the waterway. It would be much easier to access the waterway from the existing access in 
Overstreet. Therefore, unauthorized usage of the bridge approaches at this location is highly 
unlikely to occur. 
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Please refer to attached figure showing the conceptual crossing of the ICWW!East Bay by 
Alternatives 17 and 19. This bridge structure would be approximately 9,100 feet long. Anyone 
desiring to access the waterway from the north bridge approach would be trespassing on the 
Allanton Farmstead, a Century Farm. The owners of the farm live just north of Allanton Road 
overlooking East Bay. Anyone attempting to access East Bay from the north bridge approach 
would be trespassing on the farm, which would not go unchallenged. 

If there were to be unauthorized usage of a bridge approach to access East Bay, it would most 
likely occur fi"om the south bridge approach. Although access from this approach would require 
traversing at least 2500 feet of privately-owned pine plantation, it would not require crossing 
marsh to reach the waterway. Further, the usage of private property may not be monitored as 
much as it would be on the north bridge approach and therefore, a challenge from the property 
owner would be less likely. However, the likelihood of this unauthorized usage occurring is still 
considered low because there are existing dirt roads in the area that provide easier access than 
exiting a high speed highway. That these existing roads are rarely used, if at all, to provide 
access to the waterway is indicative of little demand for the waterway access fi"om this location. 

FDOT will acknowledge in the indirect and cumulative effects analysis that the presence of the 
bridge provides the opportunity for unauthorized usage of the bridge approaches to access the 
waterway which could have additional effects on natural resources but that the likelihood of this 
usage occurring is low. 

Comment: Future Actions. Commitments. Mitigation. and Permits - The Coast Guard recognizes 
that because the preferred alternative will be documented in the Final EIS, the Draft EIS will not 
identify site-specific environmental resource, land use, demographic, and socioeconomic 
impacts. 

Before the final environmental document for this project is prepared, the locations and plans for 
all of the bridge crossing should be developed, at least to the ell.ient that the document may 
incorporate the potential direct and indirect impacts, associated with the construction of the 
bridges. The Coast Guard will look to the Final EIS to document resolution of the issues raised 
in our July 28, 2011 comment letter. 

Response: Site-specific environmental resource, land use demographic and socioeconomic 
impacts have been identified at bridge locations. Detailed plans of the bridges over navigable 
waterways have not yet been developed. When these plans are developed they will be used to 
further refine these impacts which will be summarized in the final EIS. Development of bridge 
plans will occur after identification of the preferred alternative. 

Comment: Navigational and environmental impacts specific to each waterway crossing will need 
to be independently evaluated from the standpoint of navigation to determine the level of Coast 
Guard bridge permit action that may be required for each one. The Coast Guard will need to 
review the Final EIS to ensure that its bridge permitting needs have been met before the Federal 
Highway Administration issues a Record of Decision for the project. 
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Response: The USCG will be provided the opportunity to review and comment on the final EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Alan Vann 
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Cooperating Agency Emails on Review 

of DEIS 

6/24/13 Correspondence from USCOE 
6/26/13 Correspondence from USEPA 
7/2/13 Correspondence from NMFS 
7/2/13 Correspondence from USCG 

7/2/13 Correspondence from USFWS 
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From: Phillips, Andrew W SAJ [Andrew.W.Phillips@usace.army.mil] 
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2013 3:55 PM 
To: Garrett, Greg W 
Cc: Witgenstein, Melinda M SAJ; Kizlauskas, Andrew A SAJ 
Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway DEIS publication  (UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
Greg, 
 
Per our conversation today about the DEIS and the associated path forward. I agree that the 
USACE will not require a re-evaluation of the DEIS however, the Corps requests an application 
be submitted concurrent with the publication of the DEIS in the Federal Register.  The Corps PN 
would be published concurrently to reach the broadest range of commenter's and hopefully 
identify any objections or need for additional analysis in the DEIS phase. 
 
I will brief Melinda and Andy on our conversation next week and spin them up on how I would 
handle the project. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
AWP 
 
Andrew Phillips  
Project Manager  
 
USACE  
400 High Point Drive, Suite 600  
Cocoa, Florida  32926  
 
321-504-3771 ex 14  
321-504-3803 fax 
 
Please assist us in better serving you!  Please complete the customer survey 
by clicking on the following link:  
http://per2.nwp.usace.army.mil/survey.html   
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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From: Dominy, Madolyn [Dominy.Madolyn@epa.gov] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 26, 2013 2:50 PM 
To: Garrett, Greg W 
Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft EIS review 
 
Greg, 
 
In response to our telephone conversation this morning, I would like to follow up with an email 
to clarify EPA’s position on the review of a preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for Gulf Coast Parkway.  EPA does not feel the need to review the preliminary DEIS for 
the following reasons:   
 
The regular NEPA EIS process includes Scoping, Federal Register Notice, Draft EIS, Comment 
period, Final EIS, Comment Period,  Record of Decision.   
 
The various ETAT resource agencies have been involved with the Gulf Coast Parkway project 
for several years and have provided input into the project at different review stages.  The 
coordination and collaboration between the resource agencies, FDOT, FHWA, and consultants 
should have provided more than enough information (Scoping) to adequately develop the DEIS.  
Since the review of a preliminary document does not have a regulatory timeframe, the review of 
such documents by resource agencies could lead to a delay in issuance of the Draft EIS. 
 
In the past and for most projects, EPA does not routinely review preliminary DEIS documents.  
With recent and ongoing reduction in resources at EPA, it is imperative that NEPA reviewers 
and associate reviewers not be given additional workloads on the same project.  At the time of 
the Draft (and/or) Final EIS stage, the documents are sent out to various associate reviewers 
within the Region to provide comments on their area of knowledge or expertise.  I cannot ask my 
associate reviewers to provide me comments on a preliminary document then again ask them to 
review the actual Draft EIS.  
 
If you have any questions or would like to discuss this matter further, please do not hesitate to 
contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 
Madolyn Dominy 
EPA Region 4 
NEPA Program Office 
(404)562-9644    
  
___________________________________________________________________________  
The IS team in Atkins has scanned this email and any attachments for viruses and other threats;  
however no technology can be guaranteed to detect all threats. Always exercise caution before  
acting on the content of an email and before opening attachments or following links contained  
within the email. 
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From: David Rydene - NOAA Federal [david.rydene@noaa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 1:20 PM 
To: Garrett, Greg W 
Subject: Re: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft 
 
Greg, 
 
As per our phone conversation on June 24, 2013, NMFS does not need to re-evaluate the Gulf 
Coast Parkway DEIS at this time.  NMFS will provide further comments on essential fish habitat 
and endangered/threatened species issues, and coordinate on mitigation options, as the NEPA 
process continues and a preferred alternative is chosen. 
 
Thanks,    Dave Rydene 
 
On Tue, Jul 2, 2013 at 10:46 AM, Garrett, Greg W <Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com> wrote: 
David,  
  
As a follow up to our conversation last week I am emailing you to confirm that the National 
Marine Fisheries does not require a re-evaluation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
or the associated technical documents prior to FHWA’s reviewing and approving the document 
for public availability and the project proceeding to a public hearing.  
  
Based on the comments provided by you on the draft documents we understand that upon the 
selection of a preferred alternative NMFS will require a follow up review.  At that time NMFS 
will make determinations of concurrency for the affect of impacts to protected species and 
habitats as well as coordinate on mitigation options.   
  
Thank you,   
  
Greg Garrett 
Group Manager, Transportation Planning 
  
ATKINS 
  
Address: 2639 N. Monroe St., Bldg C, Tallahassee, FL | Tel: +1 (850) 580.7825 (direct) | Fax: +1 
(850) 574.2428 | Cell: +1  
(850) 212.9791 Email: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com | Web: 
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/northamerica   
www.atkinsglobal.com 
  
 --   
David Rydene, Ph.D.   
Fish Biologist   
National Marine Fisheries Service   
Habitat Conservation Division   
263 13th Avenue South   
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St. Petersburg, FL 33701   
Office (727) 824-5379   
Cell   (813) 992-5730   
Fax    (727) 824-5300  
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From: Garrett, Greg W 
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 11:17 AM 
To: 'David.M.Frank@uscg.mil' 
Cc: Wade, Kay B CIV 
Subject: RE: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft Review 
 
That is correct, another review will be provided prior to the ROD being signed.   
 
To clarify, as we discussed, all concerns that could be addressed at the draft level have been 
addressed and were discussed in the FDOT response letter sent to the CG on March 4, 2013.  In 
your March 26, 2013 response, you provided further clarification that addressing your concerns 
in the FEIS, and prior to the ROD, was sufficient.   
 
Based on these correspondence and our conversation last week it was clarified that the USCG 
did not require another review of the Draft EIS and associated technical documents prior to 
FHWA approving those draft documents for public availability.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Greg Garrett 
Group Manager, Transportation Planning 
 
ATKINS 
 
Address: 2639 N. Monroe St., Bldg C, Tallahassee, FL | Tel: +1 (850) 580.7825 (direct) | Fax: +1  
(850) 574.2428 | Cell: +1 (850) 212.9791 Email: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com | Web:  
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/northamerica  www.atkinsglobal.com 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: David.M.Frank@uscg.mil [mailto:David.M.Frank@uscg.mil]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 11:07 AM 
To: Garrett, Greg W 
Cc: Wade, Kay B CIV 
Subject: RE: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft Review 
 
As discussed, another review is not required if all concerns have been addressed.  However, 
based upon your statements, the CG will have another review prior to the ROD being signed. 
 
Thanks, 
 
david 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com [mailto:Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 9:51 AM 
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To: Frank, David M CIV 
Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway Draft Review 
 
Mr. Frank,  
 
As a follow up to our conversation last week I am emailing you to confirm that the US Coast 
Guard does not require a re-evaluation of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement or the 
associated technical documents prior to FHWA's reviewing and approving the document for 
public availability and the project proceeding to a public hearing.   
 
Based on the comments provided by you on the draft documents we understand that upon the 
selection of a preferred alternative and prior to the completion of the FEIS, FDOT will be 
expected to address all of the comments and concerns provided by you in your review of the 
documents and in your response to the letters submitted back to you. At that time the USCG will 
make determinations of concurrency for the affect of impacts as well as the sufficiency of the 
mitigation options.    
 
Thank you,   
 
Greg Garrett 
 
Group Manager, Transportation Planning 
 
ATKINS 
 
Address: 2639 N. Monroe St., Bldg C, Tallahassee, FL | Tel: +1 (850) 580.7825 (direct) | Fax: +1  
(850) 574.2428 | Cell: +1 (850) 212.9791 Email: Greg.Garrett@atkinsglobal.com | Web:  
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/northamerica  www.atkinsglobal.com 
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From: Mittiga, Mary [mary_mittiga@fws.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 11:56 AM 
To: Garrett, Greg W 
Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway DEIS 
 
Hello Greg, 
 
Thank you for contacting me and providing an opportunity for additional review of the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Gulf Coast Parkway prior to its release 
for public comment.  As the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has already provided initial 
comments, this additional review is not needed.  The Service expects to provide further 
comments, if necessary, during the 45-day comment period after the notice for the DEIS is 
published in the Federal Register.  We look forward to working with you as your studies for this 
project progress.     
 
 
--   
Mary A. Mittiga  
Fish and Wildlife Biologist  
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
1601 Balboa Avenue  
Panama City, Florida 32405  
Tel: (850) 769-0552 Ext. 236  
Fax: (850) 763-2177  
Email: Mary_Mittiga@fws.gov  
Website: http://www.fws.gov/panamacity/ 
 
"Working with others to conserve, protect, and enhance fish, wildlife, plants, and their habitats 
for  
the continuing benefit of the American people."  - USFWS mission statement.    
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Floodplains Correspondence 

 

 

 

7/2/13 Concurrence with Gulf County concerning 23 CRF 650 

 

7/10/13 Concurrence with Bay County concerning 23 CRF 650  
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From: David Richardson [ mailto:drichardson@gulfcountv-fl.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 11:07 AM 
To: Hack, Christopher R 
Subject: RE: Gulf Coast Parkway - Local Floodplain Programs 

Sounds good to me. 

David Richardson 
Gulf County BOCC 
Planner 

1000 Cecil G. Costin Sr. Blvd. 
Port St. Joe, FL 324S6 

(850) 227-9562 

ht tp:l/www.gulfcounty-fl.gov/PianningDepart ment.cfm 
"Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail released in response to a public records request, do not send electronic mail 
to this enity. Instead, contact this office by telephone or in writing." 

From: Hack, Christopher R [ mailto:Chrjstopher.Hack@atkjnsglobal.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 02, 2013 10:09 AM 
To: drichardson@gulfcountv-fl .gov 
Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway - Local Floodplain Programs 
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David: 

Thanks for talking with me yesterday. I was planning to document our conversat ion with the following text. Please let 
me know if this needs edit ing. 

23 CRF 650 requires that as a part of location hydraulic studies, local agencies be contacted to 
determine if the proposed highway action is consistent with existing watershed and floodplain 
management programs. 

I discussed this with David Richardson who heads the Gulf County Flood Protection and Planning 
Department. Mr. Richardson said their primary focus was on residential development and that in 
general there was no restriction to roads other than the appropriate use of culverts to allow 
floodwaters to pass under the road with backing up. He said that Gulf County did not have a 
floodplain program that was more restrictive than FEMA requirements. He noted that it is difficult to 
actually approve the project without more specific detai ls typically known only during the design 
phase. 

I explained that the project will be designed to FEMA, FDOT, and state regulatory requirements and 
will be noted as such in the Location Hydraulic Report and related Preliminary Engineering 
documents. These agencies have requirements addressing the use of culverts to allow floodwaters 
to pass under the road with backing up. Given this fact and that Gulf County does not have more 
restrictive requirements than FEMA; I conclude that the project will be consistent with Gulf County's 
floodplain management program. 

Chris Hack, PE 
Senior Engineer Ill, Transportation Division 

ATKINS 

2639 N. Monroe street. Bldg. C, Tallahassee, FL 32303-40271 Tel: (850) 575 18001 Direct: (850) 580 7963 1 Fax: (850) 575 1083 
Email: christooher.hack@atkinsglobal.com 1 Web: www.atkinsglobal.com/northamerica www.atkinsglobal.com 

This electronic mail communication may contain pri,;leged, confidential, and/or proprietary infonmation which is the property of The Atkins North America 
Corporation, WS Atkins pic or one of its affiliates. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized agent of the intended recipient please delete this 
communication and notify the sender that you have received it in error. A list of wholly owned Atkins Group companies can be found at 
http:flwww.atkinsglobal.com/site-services/group-companv-registration-details 

Consider the environment. Please don't print this email unless you really need to. 

The IS team in Atkins has scanned this email and any attachments for viruses and other threats; however no 
technology can be guaranteed to detect all threats. Always exercise caution before acting on the content of an 
email and before opening attachments or following links contained within the email. 
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From: Wayne Porter [mailto:wporter@baycounMI.govJ 
Sent: Wednesday, July 10, 2013 12:38 PM 
To: Hack, Christopher R 
Cc: Martin Jacobson 
Subject: RE: Gulf Coast Parkway, From Mexico Beach to US 231- Local Floodplain Programs 

Chris, 

This looks correct. Wil l t he County have an opport unity to look at t he preliminary engineering and hydraulic studies 
w hen they are prepared? 

Here is the link to our flood o rdinance ... 

http://media.baycoclerk.com/Media/ Minutes/M ins/(Bay%20FL/Ordinance/ 2013-07-02%200rdinance%2013-

22%20Amend%20Bay%20County"A>20Code%20to%20Repeal%20and%20Adopt%20a%20New%20Chapter%209%20Drain 
age.%20Art icle%2011.%20Fioodplains.pdf 

Thanks, 

Wayne Porter 
Planner/CRS Coordinator 
Bay County Planning & Zoning 
850-248-8258 
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wporter@baycou ntyfl.gov 

From: Hack, Christopher R [maj!to·Christopher Hack@atkinsolobal com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 09, 2013 4:23 PM 
To: Wayne Porter 
Subject: Gulf Coast Parkway, From Mexico Beach to US 231- Local Aoodplain Programs 

Wayne: 

Thanks for talking with me earlier. I was planning to document our conversation with the following text. Please let me 
know if this needs editing. 

23 CRF 650 requires that as a part of location hydraulic studies, local agencies be contacted to 
determine if the proposed highway action is consistent with existing watershed and floodplain 
management programs. 

I discussed Gulf Coast Parkway with Wayne Porter, of the Bay County Planning and Zoning 
Department. Mr. Porter said that Bay County's floodplain program is based off a State model that has 
been approved by FEMA. He said there is nothing more restrictive in Bay County's Ordinance than 
the standard FEMA requirements regarding infrastructure projects such as this. 

I explained that the project will be designed to FEMA, FOOT, and state regulatory requirements. This 
will be noted as such in the Gulf Coast Parkway Location Hydraulic Report and related preliminary 
engineering documents. Given that Bay County does not have more restrictive requirements than 
FEMA, I conclude that the project will be consistent with Bay County's floodplain management 
program. 

For my future reference, please send me the latest floodplain ordinance at your convenience. 

Chris Hack, PE 
Senior Engineer Ill, Transportation Division 

ATKINS 
2639 N. Monroe Street, Bldg. C, Tallahassee, FL 32303-40271 Tel: (850) 575 18001 Direct: (850) 580 79631 Fax: (850) 5751083 
Email: christooher.hack@atkinsglobal.com 1 Web: www.atkinsglobal.com/northamerica www.atkinsglobal.com 

This electronic mail communication may contain privileged, confidential, and for proprietary information which is the property of The Atkins North America 
Corporation, WS Atkins pic or one of its affiliates. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized agent of the intended recipient please delete this 
communication and notify the sender that you have received it in error. A list of wholly owned Atkins Group companies can be found at 
http:/lwww.atkinsgiOOal.com/site-services/group-company-registration-details 

Consider the environment. Please don't print this email unless you really need to. 

T11e IS team in Atkins has scanned this email and any attachments for viruses and other threats; however no 
technology can be guaranteed to detect all threats. Always exercise caution before acting on the content of an 
email and before opening attachn1ents or following links contained within the email. 

Please Note: Under Florida law, e-mail addresses are public records. If you do not want your e-mail address 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alderson, Doug [Doug.Aiderson@dep.state.fl.us] 
Wednesday, May 23, 2012 9:24PM 

Vaughn, Greg A 
RE: Intracoastal Waterway Canoe Trail? 

Page 1 of 1 

This e-mail confirms that there is no state-designated waterway known as the "Intracoastal Waterway Canoe Trail." 

If you need more information, please don't hesitate to contact me. 

Regards, 

Doug Alderson 

Paddling Trails Coordinator/Visit Florida Trails and Greenways Website Coordinator 
Office of Greenways and Trails 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
(850) 245-2061~ (Mon-Wed) 

(850) 421-3677~ (Thurs-Fri) 

Please take a few minutes to share your comments on the service you received from the department by clicking on this 
link. DEP Customer Survey. 
From: Vaughn, Greg A [Greg.Vaughn@atkinsglobal.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2012 4:48 PM 
To: Alderson, Doug 
Subject: Intracoastal Waterway Canoe Trail? 

Mr. Alderson: 

I spoke with you a couple of weeks ago concerning the "Int racoasta l Waterway Canoe Trail " which is showing up as a 
data layer under "Paddling Trail Priorities" within the Efficient Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) mapping 
resource. At that time, I recall you telling me that to your knowledge there was no designated "Intracoastal Waterway 
Canoe Tra il" and certainly not administered by the FDEP, Office of Greenways and Trails. 

Could you please reply to this email and confirm that th is is the case? 

Thanks for your assistance in this matter. 

Greg Vaughn 
Sr. Planner, Transportation Planning and PD&E 

ATKINS 

2639 North Monroe Street, Bldg. C, Tallahassee, FL 323031 Tel: +1 (850) 580 7907~ I Fax: +1 (850) 574 2428~ 

Cell : +1 (850) 510 8598~ I Email : Grea.Vauqhn@atkinsqlobal.com I Web: www.atkinsqlobal.com/northamerica www.atkinsqlobal.com 

This electronic mail communication may contain privileged, confidential, and/or proprietary information which is the property of The Atkins North America 
Corporation, WS Atkins pic or one of its affiliates. If you are not the intended recipient or an authorized agent of the intended recipient please delete this 
communication and notify the sender that you have received it in error. A list ofwhoUy owned Atkins Group companies can be found at 
http://www.atkinsglobal.com/site-services/grouo-company- registration-details 

C onsider the environment. Please don't print this email unless you realty need to. 
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Asr. GULF COAST PARKWAY ~.· · · .. 
!iiJ' PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY \;;11 

August200B www.gulfcoastparkway.com FPID No.: 410981-1·22·01 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) is conducting a Project Development & Environment (PD&E) Study for a proposed new 
roadway (the Gulf Coast Parkway) that would connect US g8 in Gulf County with US 231 and US g8 (Tyndall Parkway) in Bay County. To 
ensure that FOOT understands your concerns, please complete the following survey. Providing information through this survey does not 
represent your endorsement of the project. All surveys must be mailed by August 31 , 2008. Thank you for your participation. 

To ensure the validity of this survey please provide your name and address below. This contact information will only be used 
by project staff to update our project mailing list. 

Name: Address:------------------
City: State: Zip Code: _____ _ 

E-mail (optional): 

PLEASE PRINT OR CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE 

In which county do you live: Gulf Bay Other: 

How far do you commute to work (one-way)? 1-20mi/es 21-30 miles 30+ miles 

How far do you commute to shopping? 1-20miles 21-30 miles 30+ miles 

On average, how often each month do you travel to Gulf I Bay County? 
Less than 5-10 10+ 

5 trips trips trips 

Would you travel to Gulf I Bay County more often if there was a more direct route? Yes No 

If you own a business, do you think the proposed project would be good or bad for your business? 

Good for my business Bad for my business Don't know 

If you traveled any of the alternative corridors north from US 98 . 
to US 231, where would you most likely be headed? To Panama Ctty North of Panama City Other 

Overall, are you in favor of this project? Yes No Undecided 

From the list below, circle your three most important issues regarding the project. 

Roadway Congestion Economic Improvement Construction Schedule 
Traffic Noise Waterway Navigation Opportunities for Input on the Project 
Roadway Safety Wetlands Project Costs 
Hurricane I Emergency Environment Other (please specify): 

Potential Bridges Wildlife and Habitat 
Residential I Business Relocations Induced Growth 

How would you prefer to get information on the Gulf Coast Parkway PD&E Study in the future? 
Public Meetings Mailings and Newsletters Small Group Meetings 

Talking directly with a Project Team Member Web Page (wwwgulfcoastparkway.com) 

Please choose your top 3 alternative corridors: 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 None 

Why do you consider these 3 corridors the best choices? 

Thank you! 
Please fold your survey on the dotted line on the back, seal with the enclosed sticker, and place in the mail. 
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GULF COAST PARKWAY 
PUBLIC OPINION SURVEY 

October 2009 www.gulfcoastparkway.com FPIO No.: 410981-1·22·01 

The Florida Department of Transportation (FOOT) is conducting a Project Development & Environment (PD&E) Study for a proposed new 
roadway (the Gulf Coast Parkway) that would connect US g8 in Gulf County with US 231 and US g8 (Tyndall Parkway) in Bay County. To 
ensure that FOOT obtains your input, please complete the following survey. Providing information through this survey does not 
represent your endorsement of the project. All surveys must be mailed by November 16, 200g. Thank you for your participation. 

To ensure the validity of this survey, please provide your name and address below. This contact information will only be 
used by project staff to update our project mailing list. 

Name: Address:------------------
City: State: Zip Code: _____ _ 

E-mail (optional): 

PLEASE PRINT OR CIRCLE YOUR RESPONSE 

In which county is your business or residence located? Gulf Bay Calhoun Other: 

Do you believe this project will induce growth in the area? Yes No Don't Know 

Do you believe growth in the area will: Be a benefit Not be a benefit Undecided 

If you own a business, do you think the proposed project would be good or bad for your business? 
Good for my business Bad for my business Don't know 

From the list below, circle the three greatest benefits 
regarding the project. 

From the list below, circle the three greatest impacts 
regarding the project. 

Economic Improvement Decreased Congestion Increased Congestion Project Costs 
Roadway Safety Better Connectivity Roadway Safety Waterway Navigation 

Hurricane I Emergency Tyndall Bypass Property Relocations Wetlands 
Induced Growth Improved Travel Time Induced Growth Wildlife and Habitat 

Potential Bridges Other Environmental 

Other (please specify): Other (please specify): 

Of the benefits and impacts you indicated above, which do you believe? 

The benefits outweigh the impacts The impacts outweigh the benefits Undecided 

If you traveled any of the alternative alignments north from US 98, which direction would you most frequently travel? 
To US 231 To Tyndall Parkway (US 98) 

If you continue to US 231, which alternative alignment do you believe is the best for this area? 
8 14 15 17 19 

If you continue west to Tyndall Parkway (US 98), which alternative alignment do you believe is the best for this area? 
8 14 15 17 19 

Please choose your top 2 alternative alignments: 8 14 15 17 19 None 

Why do you consider these 2 alternative alignments the best choices? 

Overall, are you in favor of this project? Yes No Undecided 

Thank you! 
Please submit your completed survey to a meeting staff member. 
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Gulf Coast Parkway 

Coastal and Marine 
Action Plan 

The Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for the Gulf Coast Parkway 
will be developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, as amended; and to comply with all federal and state laws and requirements. 
Given that the alternatives developed for the proposed project will be on new alignment 
or in combination with existing roadways, the level of documentation will be an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Coordination with state, federal and local 
agencies, including those with jurisdiction over the referenced requirements, will be 
conducted throughout the EIS process. 

In order to further define the project study, a scoping meeting will be conducted with the 
regulatory agencies to ensure that the scope of work adequately addresses all of the issues 
raised by the agencies. Agency coordination will continue throughout the study with 
regular conference calls to report on the project's progress and discuss agency concerns. 
The project team will meet with the Environmental Technical Assistance Team (ETAT) 
at key points in the study's development. In addition, the ETAT will have the 
opportunity to formally comment during the review period for the Draft EIS, Final EIS 
and Record of Decision (ROD). 

Several members of the ETAT, through their review of the project in the Efficient 
Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Programming Screen, had comments regarding 
a number of environmental issues. While Action Plans have been prepared to address 
several issues, the focus of this plan is the procedure to be used to address comments 
concerning potential impacts of the proposed action on Coastal and Marine resources. 
Among the concerns expressed are: the road's potential impact on and the need to 
maintain the natural hydrology and freshwater inflow to the estuarine environment; the 
effects of increased traffic and automobile-associated pollutants carried by stormwater 
runoff; and the effect of residential and commercial development resulting from the 
presence of the new road. 

Given that the information presented in the ETDM programming screen was on the 
corridor level, most of the issues raised by ETAT members will be addressed during the 
development of alignments within the corridors selected for further study. Estimates of 
impacts will be based on the right-of-way width for the altemative(s) developed rather 
than the corridor widths. The general study process that will be utilized to address issues 
raised by the agencies is as follows: 

• The study team will submit the proposed methodology for conducting essential 
fish habitat surveys to the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) and the 
Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FFWCC) prior to 
conducting field investigations. 
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• The study team will conduct field investigations to identify the nature and extent 
of the essential fish habitat resources within the alternative alignments in 
accordance with Part 2 of the FDOT PD&E Manual. This will include the 
identifying the location of listed species and their habitats within the alternative 
alignments, including vegetation surveys (salt marsh, sea grass, etc.); determining 
the habitat suitability for listed species; the determination of actual or potential 
impacts of the proposed alternatives fish species and/or their habitats ; and 
conducting an Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) assessment. 

• The analysis of the alternatives impacts will also consider the barrier effect the 
new roadway might have on the area hydrology and the estuarine environment 
and the potential for, and impacts of, coastal and riverine flooding, such as 
changes in salinity. 

• An EFH assessment report will be prepared that documents the available habitat 
and species that occur or have a potential to occur in the study area, the potential 
impacts of the project alternatives on essential fish habitat, and proposed 
mitigation. Coordination with the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) 
will occur, as will similar coordination with various state agencies with 
jurisdiction over Marine and Coastal resources including fisheries and habitat. 

• Based upon the data gathered and coordination with the agencies, adjustments 
will be made and/or design changes implemented to the alternative alignments to 
minimize or avoid impacts where feasible to do so. 

• Coordination with all appropriate ETA T member agencies will be maintained 
throughout the process, as indicated above. 

• Consistency with the Coastal Zone Management Act will be determined by the 
Florida Department Environmental Protection (FDEP). 

Through project scoping and direct consultation with the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the NMFS, and 
the FFWCC, the level of detail and scope of the Essential Fish Habitat analysis will be 
determined. Specifically, NMFS noted that the salt marsh, tidal flats, marine and 
estuarine water column, and non-vegetated bottom found within the project's study area 
have been identified as EFH for postlarvalljuvenile penaeid shrimp; postlarval/juvenile, 
sub-adult, and adult red drum; juvenile Spanish and king mackerel; juvenile and adult 
gray snapper; and juvenile gag grouper. Any federal activities which may adversely 
impact EFH are required to consult with NMFS and provide an EFH assessment. 

Once the assumptions and expectations for the analysis of EFH impacts have been 
established, the analysis will be initiated. The procedure for analyzing the effects on 
Coastal and Marine resources will be conducted in the following manner and summarized 
in the Essential Fish Habitat Assessment and the Draft EIS. 
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• Define the boundaries for each issue/resource. 

• Identify managed species and existing habitats. 

• Identify potential project impacts. 

• Evaluate the potential project impacts. 

• Compare potential impacts among alternatives 

• Assess the consequences and develop strategies for avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation. 

Direct consultation with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission 
(FFWCC), the Florida Department of Agriculture and Consumer Services (FDACS), and 
the FDEP will address such Coastal and Marine issues as and potential project impacts to 
recreational and commercial fisheries, shellfish, water quality, salt marsh, and sea grass. 
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Gulf Coast Parkway 

Indirect and Cumulative Effects 
Action Plan 

The Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for the Gulf Coast Parkway 
will be developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, as amended; and to comply with all federal and state laws and requirements. 
Given that the alternatives developed for the proposed project will be on new alignment 
or in combination with existing roadways, the level of documentation will be an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Coordination with state, federal and local 
agencies, including those with jurisdiction over the referenced requirements, will be 
conducted throughout the EIS process. 

In order to further define the project study a scoping meeting will be conducted with the 
agencies to ensure that the scope of work adequately addresses all of the issues raised by 
the agencies. Agency coordination will continue throughout the study with regular 
conference calls to report on the project's progress and discuss agency concerns. The 
project team will meet with the Environmental Technical Assistance Team (ETAT) at 
key points in the study's development. In addition, the ET AT will have the opportunity 
to formally comment during the review period for the Draft EIS, Final EIS and Record of 
Decision (ROD). 

Several members of the ETAT, through their review of the project in the Efficient 
Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Programming Screen, had comments regarding 
Secondary (Indirect) and Cumulative Effects. Concern was expressed that the proposed 
alternatives would introduce greater potential for development in the least developed 
portions of the project area with the attendant risk of reduced water quality, loss of 
wetlands, hydrologic alterations and flooding within the watershed, the introduction and 
spread of exotic invasive plants, reduced aquatic habitat quality, fragmentation or loss of 
terrestrial habitat, and increased threats to listed species. 

According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) publication "Questions and 
Answers Regarding the Consideration of Indirect and Cumulative Impacts in the NEP A 
Process," potential effects or impacts of a proposed action that must be considered by 
Federal agencies as required by the NEPA process are defined by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR §§1500-1508) as: 

Direct effects are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. ( 40 CFR § 1508. 8) 

Indirect effects are caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but 
are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth inducing effects and other 
effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, and 
related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. ( 40 CFR § 
1508. 8) 

Cumulative impact is the impact on the environment, which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions 
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regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking 
place over a period of time. (40 CFR § 1508.7) 

The terms "effect" and "impact" are used synonymously in the CEQ regulations (40 CFR 
§ 1508. 8). "Secondary impact" does not appear, nor is it defined in either the CEQ regulations or 
related CEQ guidance. However, the term is used in the FHWA's Position Paper: Secondary and 
Cumulative Impact Assessment In the Highway Project Development Process (April, 1992) but is 
defined with the CEQ definition of indirect impact (40 CFR § 1508.8). Some authors on this 
subject have distinguished secondary impacts from indirect impacts, while others; including the 
FHWA have used the terms interchangeably. For purposes of this guidance, secondary and 
indirect impacts mean the same thing. 

Through project scoping and direct consultation with the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and other 
agencies, the level of detail and scope of the Secondary (Indirect) and Cumulative Effects 
analysis will be determined. Specific items to be discussed in the scoping meeting 
include the verification of issues to be analyzed, the determination of the study area and 
time period for the analysis, the methodology to identify future development and growth 
trends, the identification of secondary and cumulative impacts (encroachment­
alteration/single-source additive or interactive effects and project-induced growth 
effects), the techniques to be utilized to determine the significance of the indirect and 
cumulative impacts (matrices, networks, cartographic techniques, etc.) and the 
identification of mitigation measures for the Secondary (Indirect) and Cumulative Effects 
within the affected watershed/ecosystem. 

The procedure for analyzing the indirect and cumulative effects on specific resources will 
be conducted in the following manner and summarized in the draft EIS. 

• Identify resources to be evaluated for indirect (secondary) and cumulative 
effects. 
Participants in the scoping meeting will be asked to identify the resources to be 
evaluated; to provide the baseline condition (health and sustainability) of each 
affected resource; to identify the issues to be addressed in terms of characteristics, 
functions and importance of the affected resources; and to provide any available 
data or inf01mation for the evaluation. 

• Define the boundaries for each issue/resource. 
Scoping participants will be requested to suggest the appropriate spatial and 
temporal boundaries for the indirect and cumulative analysis for each resource. 

• Inventory notable features. 
The inventory of notable features confirms the baseline condition of the affected 
ecosystem and socioeconomic resources. It is also the stage ofthe analysis when 
past trends, goals, and the potential for change is determined. Sources for trend 
data include recent and historical demographic data from the US Census Bureau, 
state and regional agencies. Economic data may be obtained from other 
government sources such as the Bureau of Economic Affairs and from local 
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authorities. Land use and comprehensive plans reflect community goals and 
infrastructure plans and economic development agencies are sources for 
identification of economic development goals. Local and regional development 
regulations, zoning ordinances, special district regulations, and development 
incentives/disincentives help determine where change may occur. 

• Identify project impact-causing activities. 
This step identifies the indirect and cumulative impact-causing activities of the 
project and their causal relationships. Indirect impact-causing actions may be 
encroachment-alteration effects or access-alteration effects (project-induced 
growth effects). Induced-growth effects are attributable to induced growth itself, 
and not the project design features. Cumulative impact-causing activities include 
those resulting from the proposed activity and other reasonably foreseeable 
actions, such as planned developments. 

• Determine significance of the potential Secondary (Indirect) and Cumulative 
effects for analysis. 
The objective of this step is to compare the project impact-causing actions with 
the goals and notable features of the study area to establish which effects are 
potentially significant and merit subsequent detailed analysis. 

• Analyze the Secondary (Indirect) and Cumulative Effects. 
Assess the consequences of the indirect and cumulative effects. Because the 
proposed project is partially on new alignment, an integrated transportation-land 
use model, such as Tranus or Transite, will be used. These models predict how 
changes in accessibility influence changes in locations. The allocation of 
population growth will be performed for both the No-Build and the Build 
alternatives. This allows the separation of project-induced growth effects from 
growth-induced effects. 

• Evaluate the analytical results. 
Due to the uncertainty of future events, it is necessary to make assumptions 
regarding the nature of the impact-causing activities, the nature of the cause and 
effect relationships, and how the environment will affected by the impacts. If 
there is uncertainty regarding the underlying assumptions used to estimate the 
indirect and cumulative effects and changes in those assumptions would result in 
significant changes in the findings, then a sensitivity analysis will be conducted. 
This is a procedure whereby forecast assumptions are changed one at a time to 
test the sensitivity of effects to the particular assumptions. 

• Assess the consequences and develop strategies for avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation. 
In this step, each identified indirect effect is evaluated in the context ofthe overall 
aim of the project and the study area goals and notable features. An affect that 
would adversely impact a study area goal or notable feature may require 
mitigation. Practical mitigation measures within the jurisdiction of the 
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FDOT/FHW A will evaluated. Where practical mitigation measures are not within 
the jurisdiction of the FDOT/FHWA, strategies and techniques for growth 
management by others will be presented. 
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Gulf Coast Parkway 

Wetlands Action Plan 

The Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study for the Gulf Coast Parkway 
will be developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, as amended; and to comply with all federal and state laws and requirements. 
Given that the alternatives developed for the proposed project will be on new alignment 
or in combination with existing roadways, the level of documentation will be an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Coordination with state, federal and local 
agencies, including those with jurisdiction over the referenced requirements, will be 
conducted throughout the EIS process. 

In order to further define the project study, a scoping meeting will be conducted with the 
regulatory agencies to ensure that the scope of work adequately addresses all of the issues 
raised by the agencies. Agency coordination will continue throughout the study with 
regular conference calls to report on the project's progress and discuss agency concerns. 
The project team will meet with the Environmental Technical Assistance Team (ETAT) 
at key points in the study's development. In addition, the ETAT will have the 
opportunity to formally comment during the review period for the Draft EIS, Final EIS 
and Record of Decision (ROD). 

Several members of the ETAT, through their review of the project in the Efficient 
Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Programming Screen, had comments regarding 
a number of environmental issues. While Action Plans have been prepared to address 
several issues, the focus of this plan are the procedures used to address those comments 
concerning potential impacts of the proposed action to Wetlands. Concern was expressed 
for the amount of wetlands potentially impacted by the proposed action and by indirect 
and cumulative actions potentially occurring as a result of the project, project-specific 
water quality and water quantity alterations, reduced aquatic habitat quality, and impacts 
to listed species and their habitats, including essential fish habitat. 

Given that the information in the ETDM programming screen was on the corridor level, 
the issues raised by ETA T members will be addressed during the development of 
alignments within the corridors selected for further study. Estimates of impacts will be 
based on the right-of-way width for the alternative(s) developed rather than the corridor 
widths. The general study process that will be utilized to address those issues raised by 
the agencies is as follows: 

• The study team will coordinate with the agencies prior to conducting field work. 
This includes providing the survey methodology for agency review. 

• The study team will conduct field investigations to identify the nature and extent 
of the natural resources within the alternative alignments in accordance with Part 
2 of the FDOT PD&E Manual. This will include identification of the type and 
functions of wetlands, their contiguity, vegetative structural diversity, wildlife 
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habitat value, and integrity. Wetlands will be identified using both the state 
Florida Wetlands Delineation Manual and the US Corps of Engineers Wetland 
Delineation Manual to ensure that wetlands falling under either the state or federal 
definitions will be identified. Wetlands will be classified using the Florida Land 
Use Cover Classification System (FLUCCS) and the USFWS classification 
system as described in "Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the 
United States". 

• The functions and values of representative wetlands of each principal type will be 
evaluated utilizing the Uniform Mitigation Assessment Method (UMAM). 

• Based upon the results ofthe wetland impact evaluation and coordination with the 
agencies, adjustments will be made and/or design changes implemented to the 
alternative alignments, to minimize or avoid impacts where feasible to do so. 

• Where wetland avoidance is not viable, practicable measures to minimize harm 
will be identified through coordination with the resource agencies (USCOE, 
FDEP, USFWS, FFWCC, and NWFWMD). 

• A Wetland Evaluation Report (WER) will be prepared to document the types and 
functions of existing wetlands; the potential impacts to wetland functions, 
including indirect and cumulative impacts, as a result of the proposed project; and 
the consultation and coordination conducted with the resource agencies. The 
Final WER will include conceptual mitigation measures to offset the anticipated 
impacts. 

• Coordination with all appropriate ETA T member agencies will be maintained 
throughout the process, as indicated above. 

Through project scoping and direct consultation with the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and other 
agencies, the level of detail and scope of the Wetland analysis will be determined. 
Specific items to be discussed in the scoping meeting include the types and functions of 
existing wetlands; the potential impacts to wetland functions, including indirect and 
cumulative impacts. Once the assumptions and expectations for the analysis of Wetland 
impacts have been established, the analysis will be initiated. 

Once the assumptions and expectations for the analysis of impacts to Wetlands have been 
established, the analysis will be initiated. The procedure for analyzing the effects on 
Wetlands will be conducted in the following manner and summarized in the WER and 
Draft EIS. 

• Define the boundaries for each issue/resource. 

• Inventory notable features. 
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• Identify project impact-causing activities. 

• Evaluate the analytical results. 

• Assess the consequences and develop strategies for avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation. 
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Gulf Coast Parkway 

Wildlife and Habitat 
Action Plan 

The Project Development and Env ironment (PD&E) Study for the Gulf Coast Parkway 
will be developed in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEP A) of 
1969, as amended; and to comply w ith all federal and state laws and requirements . 
Given that the alternatives developed for the proposed project will be on new alignment 
or in combination with existing roadways, the level of documentation will be an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). Coordination w ith state, federal and local 
agencies, including those with jurisdiction over the referenced requirements, w ill be 
conducted throughout the EIS process. 

In order to further define the project study, a scoping meeting w ill be conducted with the 
regulatory agencies to ensure that the scope of work adequately addresses all of the issues 
raised by the agencies. Agency coordination will continue throughout the study with 
regular conference calls to report on the project's progress and discuss agency concerns. 
The project team will meet with the Environmental Technical Assistance Team (ETA T) 
at key points in the study's development. In addition, the ETAT will have the 
opportunity to formally comment during the review period for the Draft EIS, Final EIS 
and Record of Decision (ROD). 

Several members of the ETAT, through their review of the project in the Efficient 
Transportation Decision Making (ETDM) Programming Screen, had comments regarding 
a number of environmental issues. While Action Plans have been prepared to address 
several issues, the focus of this plan are the procedures used to address those comments 
concerning potential impacts of the proposed action to Wildlife and Habitat. Concerns 
expressed include the need to produce an EIS to adequately address the potential impacts 
from the proposed action, the potential for direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to state 
and federally listed species by the proposed action, habitat fragmentation, increased risk 
of road kill, the need for seasonal surveys to confirm the presence or absence of listed 
flora and fauna, and consideration of the loss and degradation of adjacent habitat utilized 
by migratory birds. 

Given that the information in the ETDM programming screen was on the corridor level, 
most of these issues raised by ETA T members will be addressed during the development 
of alignments within the corridors selected for further study. Estimates of impacts will be 
based on the right-of-way width for the alternative(s) developed rather than the cotTidor 
widths. The general study process that will be utilized to address those issues raised by 
the agencies is as follows: 

• The study team will coordinate with the FFWCC to establish an appropriate 
methodology to assess the presence of Species of Greatest Conservation Need 
(SGCN) and/or their suitable habitats. Due to the large coverage area of this 
project, this analysis will likely be desktop based with some field investigation for 
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more detailed verification. The list of SGCN and the list of 45 habitat categories 
are in Florida's Wildlife Legacy Initiative, the Florida Fish and Wildlife 
Conservation Commission's (FFWCC) Comprehensive Wildlife 
Conservation Strategy. 

The study team will conduct field investigations to identify the nature and extent 
of the natural resources within the alternative alignments in accordance with Part 
2 of the FDOT P D&E Manual. This will include the identifying the location of 
wildlife, listed species, and their habitats within the alternative alignments, 
including vegetation surveys during the various flowering seasons, and the 
evaluation of habitat types and quality. 

• An analysis of potential impacts of the proposed alternatives on listed species and 
habitats will include an evaluation of the connectivity between related populations 
and the potential for fragmentation of habitats. 

• Based upon the data gathered and coordination with the agencies, adjustments 
will be made and/or design changes implemented to the alternative alignments, to 
minimize or avoid impacts where feasible to do so. 

• Coordination with the FFWCC as well as informal Section 7 consultation with the 
US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has been initiated as part ofthis process. 
If necessary, formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
will be conducted. 

• A Biological Assessment (BA) will be prepared that documents the field survey 
methodology, the presence of wildlife, including threatened and/or endangered 
species, that occur or have a potential to occur within the alternatives, the 
availability of habitat for these species, potential impacts of the project 
alternatives, and measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate for involvement with 
listed species and critical habitat. The BA will also address species afforded 
protection under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the Marine Mammals Protection 
Act, and the Fish and Wildlife Conservation Act. 

• The Essential Fish Habitat Assessment conducted for this project will be 
incorporated into the Biological Assessment. 

• Coordination with all appropriate ETA T member agencies will be maintained 
throughout the process, as indicated above. 

Through project scoping and direct consultation with the Florida Department of 
Transportation (FDOT), the Federal Highway Administration (FHW A) and other 
agencies, the level of detail and scope of the Wildlife and Habitat analysis will be 
determined. Specific items to be discussed in the scoping meeting include the use of 
longer bridges to span riparian areas adjacent to waterbody crossings; structures to 
maintain the natural stream system to provide for fish passage; the need for and location 
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of wildlife crossings; the use of fencing; the use of roadside swales for stormwater 
treatment in addition to ponds; avoidance, minimization and mitigation for potential 
impacts including, but not limited to the Florida Black Bear, Panama City Crayfish, red­
cockaded woodpecker, flatwoods salamander, bald eagle, Gopher tortoise, rare plants, 
and migratory birds. 

Once the assumptions and expectations for the analysis of impacts to Wildlife and 
Habitat have been established, the analysis will be initiated. The procedure for analyzing 
the effects on Wildlife and Habitat will be conducted in the following manner and 
summarized in the BA and Draft EIS. 

• Define the boundaries for each issue/resource. 

• Inventory notable features. 

• Identify project impact-causing activities. 

• Evaluate the analytical results. 

• Assess the consequences and develop strategies for avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation. 
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View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

I n tactness 

Uni 

Infetior 
Level 
Su erior 
Land 
Water 
Ve etation 

Man-Made 

Man-Made 

Nehi Road and US 231 
Images 1 and 2 

X 

X 

X 

X 

3.0 

3.0 
2.0 

Aver 2 .7 
4.0 

Natural Environment 3.0 
Aver 3.5 
Overall 3.0 

Total Visual Quality 3.1 

*A negative number reflects a decline in visual quality. 

2.0 

2.0 
1.0 
1.7 
3.0 
2.0 
2.5 
2.0 

2.1 - 1.0 

These photos depict the area tlmt alternatives 8 and 17 will pass through . The existing area is already 
developed, so tl1e addition of the proposed route would not significantly change viewer 's perception of 
the nearby area. 
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I mage3 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Nehi Road/CoUege Station 
lmage3 

Nehi Rd. / Co Uege Station 
Viewpoint 

Existing Proposed 
Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Background X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 6 .0 4.0 
Water -

Vegetation 5.0 4.0 
Man-Made 2.0 3.0 

Average 4.3 3.7 
Man-Made 6 .0 4.0 
Natural En vironmen t 5.0 4.0 

Average 5.5 4.0 
OveraU 6.0 3.0 

Total Visual Quality 5.3 3.6 

K ·A negattve mnnber reflects a declme m vtsual quahty. 

Difference* 

- 1.7 

Tllis picture depicts Nehi Road, where Alternatives 8 and 17 will pass through. Presently, the setting is 
quaint with minimal local traffic. The addition of the proposed roadway \vi ii substantially change the 
character of the surrounding area, with the expected increase in traffic and development. 
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Image 4 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Chemkee Heights/Nehi Road 
Image 4 

C herokee Heights/ Nehi 
Vie" poin t 

E.xisting Proposed 
Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Background X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 5.0 4.0 
Water -

Vegetation 5.0 4.0 
Man-Made 3.0 3.0 

Average 4.3 3.7 
Man-Made 5.0 4.0 
Natural Environment 5.0 4.0 

Average 5.0 4.0 
Overall 5.0 4.0 

Total Visual Quality 4.8 3.9 

*A negative number reflects a decbne m vtsual quality. 

D ifference* 

-0.9 

This pichtre shows an area where alternative 8 and 17 wi ll pass through. The roadway experiences 
moderate traffic, and shouldn 't be adversely affected by the proposed roadway. 
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Image 5 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Stat· A venue/Nehi Road 
Image 5 .,........, ...... __ 

Viewpoint 
Star/ Nehi 

Exist~ Proposed 
Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Background X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 6.0 4.0 
Water 
Vegetation 5.0 3.0 
Man -Made 4.0 4.0 

Average 4.5 3.5 
Man-Made 5.0 4.0 
Natural Environment 5.0 4.0 

Average 5.0 4.0 
Overall 4 .0 3.0 

Total Visual Quality 4.5 3.5 

* A negative number reflects a decline in visual quality. 

Difference* 

-1.0 

Tllis picture depicts the area where Star Avenue intersects Nehi Road. It will be affected by the addition 
of alternatives 8 and 17. T11e area is already moderately travelled, so the addition of the proposed roadway 
is not likely to negatively affect the area. 
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Image 6 & 7 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Sta1· Avenue/US 231 
Images 6 and 7 

Viewpoint 
Star Avenue/ US 231 

E.xistino Proposed 
Foreground X 

Middle G round X 

Background X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 3.0 2.0 
Water -

Vegetation 2.0 1.0 
Man-Made 3.0 2.0 

Average 2.5 1.5 
Man-Made 3.0 2.0 
N atura1 Enviro nment 3.0 2.0 

Average 3.0 2.0 
O verall 3.0 2.0 

T otal Visual Q uality 2.8 1.8 

*A negative number reflects a dec! me m visual quality. 

Difference* 

-1.0 

These pictures depict tl1e existing commercial area near the intersection of Star Avenue and Highway 23 1. 
The existing area already has a low visual quality, so the addition of new roadway will not substantially 
change the perception of the surroundings. 



M-7 

 

ImageS& 9 

V iew Distance 

Viewer Posicion 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Uni 

Bay Line Rail.-oad/ US 231 
Images 8 and 9 

X 

X 

X 

Level X 

Su erior 

Land 2.0 
Water 
Ve tatio n 2.0 
Man-Made 2.0 

2.0 
Man-Made 4.0 
Natural Environment 2.0 

3.0 
2.0 

Total Visual Quality 2.3 

*A negative number reflects a decline in visual quality. 

1.0 

1.0 
2.0 
1.5 
4.0 
1.0 
2.5 
1.0 

1.7 -0.6 

The photos represent the existing area near Bay line Road and Highway 231. The area is already heavily 
commercial, so the proposed roadway should not substantially affect the visual characteristics of the 
surrounding area 
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Image 10& 11 

View D istance 

Viewer Positio n 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Beat· G·eek Road/US 231 
Images 10 and 11 

Bear Creek / US 231 
Viewpoint 

Existing Proposed 
ForegroW1d X 

Middle Ground X 

BackgroW1d X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 4.0 3 .0 
Water 
Vegetation 4.0 3 .0 
Man-Made 3.0 3.0 

Average 3.8 3 .0 
Man-Made 3.0 4.0 

Natural Environment 4.0 3 .0 
Average 3.5 3.5 
Overall 4.0 3.0 

Total Visual Quality 3.8 3.2 

*A negative number reflects a decline in visual quality. 

Difference* 

-0.6 

These photos show the area near the intersection of Bear Creek Road and Highway 231. TI1e proposed 
roadway will not greatly affect this area. 
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Image 12 

View Distance 

Stone Road/ Ed Lee Road 
Image 12 

X 

X 

X 

X Viewer Position Level 
~Su~e~n~.o-r---------------t----~~-----r-----------r----------~ 

Land 5.0 4.0 
Water 

Vividness Ve tation 5.0 4.0 
Man-Made 3.0 4.0 

4.3 4.0 
Man-Made 6.0 4.0 

Intactness Natural Environment 5.0 3.0 
5.5 3.5 

Uni 6.0 4.0 

Total Visual Quality 5.3 3.8 -1.1 

*A negative number reflects a decline in visual quality. 

The picture shows the area near the intersection of Stone Street and Ed Lee Road. With the addition of 
altemative 8 or 17, this area will receive a drastic change. Presently, the road is a lightly travelled dirt 
road, but the new roadway would substantially increase its usage. The addition of the roadway through 
this area could be contested by local inhabitants who prefer the existing light traffic. 
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I mage 13 

V iew Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Stat· Avenue/Tram Road 
Image 13 

Star Ave./ Tram Road 
Viewpoin t 

Existing P roposed 
Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Backgrow1d X 

Inferio r 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 5.0 4.0 
Water -

Vegetation 5.0 3.0 
Man-Made 3.0 4.0 

Average 4.3 3.7 
Man-Made 6 .0 5.0 
Natural Environment 5.0 4.0 

Average 5.5 4.5 
O verall 5.0 4.0 

Total Visual Quality 4.9 4.1 

¥A negative number reflects a declme m visual quality. 

Difference* 

-0.8 

This picture shows the area near the intersection of Star Avenue and Trrun Road. The addition of 
proposed routes 8 or 17 will alter this intersection and area. However, it should not be significantly 
impacted by the proposed road. 
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Image 14 & 15 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactne ss 

Unity 

Old Allenton Road 
Images 14 and 15 

Vie"~ oint 
O ld Allenton Road 

Exist in g Proposed 
ForegmW1d X 

Middle Ground X 

BackgroW1d X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 5.0 4.0 
Water - -

Vegetation 5.0 4.0 
Man-Made 3.0 4.0 

Average 4.3 4.0 
Man-Made 6.0 4.0 
Natural Environment 5.0 4.0 

Average 5 .5 4.0 
Overall 5.0 4.0 

Total Visual Q uality 4.9 4.0 

• A negative number reflects a dechne m vtsual quahty. 

Difference* 

-0.9 

These pichtres depict Old Allenton road near the area that the proposed roadway will reside. The addition 
of the roadway would substantially increase traffic and could negatively impact the area. 
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Image 16 

View Distance 

Viewer Positio n 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

CR 2297/0id AHanton Road 
Image 16 

C .R. 2297 / O ld Allan to n 
Vie" point 

Existing Proposed 
Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Background X 

Inferio r 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 4.0 3.0 
Water 
Vegetation 4.0 3.0 
Man-Made 3.0 3.0 

Average 3.7 3.0 
Man-Made 6.0 5.0 
Natural Environment 4.0 3.0 

Aver"Ke 5.0 4.0 
Overall 5.0 4.0 

T o tal Visual Q uality 4.6 3.7 

*A negattve number reflects a dechne tn vtsual quabty. 

Difference 

-0.9 

This picture depicts the intersection of Old Allenton Road with CR 2297. This area is already well 
travelled, so the new roadway should not badly affect the visual quality of the area. 
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Image 17 & 18 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Altematives 14 and 15 act·oss SR 22 
Images 17 and 18 

Alt 14 & 15 across SR 22 
Viewpoint 

Existing Proposed 
Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Background X 

Infetio r 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 5.0 3.0 
Water . . 
Vegetation 4.0 3.0 
Man-Made 3.0 3.0 

Average 4.0 3.0 
Man-Made 6.0 5.0 
Natural Envirorunent 4.0 3.0 

Average 5.0 4.0 
Overall 5.0 4.0 

T otal Visual Quality 4.7 3.7 

*A negative number reflects a declme m vtsual quahty. 

Difference* 

- 1.0 

These pictures depict the area where routes 14 and 15 will cross SR 22. The area will receive a sharp 
increase in the amount of vehicles that pass through the area, so it is expected that visually, the 
environment will change. 
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Image 19 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Alternative 8 Intersection with SR 22 
Image 19 

Alt. 8 intersection witb Vie" point 
SR22 Existing Proposed 

Foreground 
Middle G cound 
Backgrow1d X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 

Land 6.0 4.0 
Wate r -
Vegetation 6.0 3.0 
Man-Made 5.0 4.0 

Average 5.7 3.7 
Man-Made 6.0 4.0 
Narwal Envirorunent 6.0 4.0 

Avecage 6.0 4.0 
Overall 6.0 4.0 

Total Visual Quality 5.9 3.9 

•A negative number md1eates a dechne m vtsual quahty. 

Difference* 

-2.0 

Tllis picture depicts the area where altemative route 8 will cross SR 22. T11e area is relatively quaint, wi th 
only minimal through traffic. If this route is used, a sharp change in the visual environment can be 
expected. 
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ltnage 20 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Oversh·eet Community Park 
lmage20 

0 \rerstreet Comntunity Viewpoint 
}>ark Exis ting Proposed 

Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Background X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 4.0 3.0 

Water 
Vegetation 3 .0 3.0 

Man-Made 3 .0 3.0 

Average 3.3 3.0 

Man-Made 5.0 4.0 
Natural Environment 4.0 3.0 

Average 4.5 3.5 
Overall 4.0 3.0 

Total Visual Quality 3.9 3.2 

*A negative number md1cates a dechne m v1sual quahty. 

Difference* 

-0.7 

This image depicts the area surrounding the conmwnity park in Overstreet. l11e area has already 
experienced development, so visually the new route would most likely not adversely affect the overall 
visual quality of the area. However, the roads are quiet and the new routes could ruin the "laid back" feel 
of the area. 
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Image 21 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

CR 386/Long Street 
lmage21 

Vie" point 
CR 386 I Long S t. 

Existing Proposed 
Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Background X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 4.0 3.0 
Water - -

Vegetation 3.0 3.0 
Man-Made 3.0 3.0 

Average 3.3 3.0 
Man-Made 5.0 4.0 
Natural Environment 4.0 3.0 

Average 4.5 3.5 
Overall 4.0 3.0 

Total Visual Quality 3.9 3.2 

•A negative number md1cates a declme m vtsual quahty. 

Difference* 

-0.7 

This image depicts the intersection ofCR 386 and Long Street in the Overstreet community. This area is 
located near the Overstreet Community Park. The area is already developed, so the addition of the 
proposed route would most likely not cause adverse visual effects. However, the road is lightly travelled, 
so the addition of the road could cause a considerable increase in traffic through the area. 
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I mage 22 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

Ove1-street Community 
lmage22 

Q ,re rst:ree t Comntunjty 
ExistinJ:: 

Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Background X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 7.0 
Water -
Vegetation 6.0 
Man-Made 5.0 

Average 6.0 
Man-Made 6.0 
N atural Environment 6.0 

Average 6.0 
Overall 6.0 

T o tal Vis ual Q uality 6.0 

*A negattve number md10ates a dechne m vtsual quahty. 

Vie wpoin t 
Proposed Difference* 

4.0 

-
4.0 
3.0 
3.7 
4.0 
4.0 
4.0 
4.0 

3.9 -2.1 

ll1is picture depicts the Overstreet Community. Presently, the area is quaint, with minimal traffic through 
the area, and a picturesque setting. The addition of the proposed routes could substantially change the 
visual elements of the surrounding area. Residents are likely to be strongly against the addition of the 
roadway. 
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Image23& 24 

View D istance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

CR 386 in Mexico Beach 
Images 23 and 24 

Viewpoint 
CR 386 in Me.xico Beach 

Existinl!; Proposed 
Fo reground X 

Middle G round X 

Background X 

Inferio r 
Level X 

Superio r 
Land 4.0 3.0 
Water 6.0 6.0 
Vegetation 3.0 2.0 
Man-Made 4.0 3.0 

Average 4.25 3.5 
Man-Made 5.0 4.0 
Natural Environment 5.0 4.0 

Average 5.0 4.0 
Overall 5.0 4.0 

Total Visual Quality 4.75 3.8 

*A negattve number mdicates a declme tn vtsual quahty. 

Diffe rence* 

-0.95 

l11ese images depict the area where CR 386 begins in Mexico Beach. The area has a view of the Gulf of 
Mexico that will not be adversely affected by the project. 
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CR386/US98 
lmage25 

Begin Project Mexico Viewpoint 
Image 25 

Beach Existino Proposed 
Foreground X X 

View Distance Middle Ground X X 

Background X X 

Inferio r 
Viewer Position Level X X 

Superior 
Land 4.0 3.0 

Water 6.0 6.0 
Vividness Vegetation 3.0 2.0 

Man-Made 4.0 3.0 
Average 4.25 3.5 

Man-Made 5.0 4.0 
Intactness Natural Environment 5.0 4.0 

Average 5.0 4.0 
Unity Overall 5.0 4.0 

Total Visual Quality 4.75 3.8 

•A negattve number mdtcates a declme m vtsual quahty. 

Difference* 

-0.95 

TI1ese images depict the area where CR 386 begins in Mexico Beach. The area has a view of the Gulf of 
Mexico that will not be adversely affected by the project. 
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lmage26 

View Distance 

Viewer Position 

Vividness 

Intactness 

Unity 

East Bay Ct·ossing at Allanton Point 
lmage26 

East Bay Crossing 
Viewpoint 

Existing Proposed 
Foreground X 

Middle Ground X 

Background X 

Inferior 
Level X 

Superior 
Land 6.0 4.0 
Water 6.0 5.0 
Vegetation 5.0 3.0 
Man-Made 3.0 3.0 

Average 5.0 3.75 
Man-Made 7.0 4.0 
Natural Environment 6.0 4.0 

Average 6.5 4.0 
Overall 6.0 4.0 

Total Visual Quality 5.8 3.9 

•A negauve number md!Cates a declme m VIsual quahty. 

Difference* 

-1.9 

This picture depicts the area where routes I 7 and 19 will cross East Bay. l11e area remains mostly 
undeveloped, so the addition of the routes will dramatically change the visual quali ty of the area. 
However, the view from a bridge in this area would be considered highly appealing by most travelling the 
roadway. 
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CONSULTANT: 

e!!J•;<?J,.= SOUTHEASTERN ARCHAEOLOGICALr·:;;:;,;:;~ 
-~ RESEARCH INC 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

MARITIME ARCHAEOLOGY DESKTOP ANALYSIS 

GULF COAST PARKWAY 

BAY, GULF, AND CALHOUN COUNTIES, fLORIDA 

Southeastern Archaeological Research, Inc. 

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR: 
428 E. Government Street, Pensacola, FL 32502 
Andrew Roberts, MA, RPA 

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT NO.: 
CLIENT: 
DATE: 

410981-1 
Florida Department of Transportation, District 3 
November 2012 

In October 2012, Southeastern Archaeological Research, Inc. (SEARCH) completed a maritime 
archaeology desktop evaluation in support of the alternatives analysis for the Gulf Coast 
Parkway Project Development and Environment (PD&E) Study in Bay, Gulf, and Calhoun 
Counties, Florida (Figure 1). The project area consists of five alternative routes (Alternatives) 
for a proposed new highway that will connect US 98 in Gulf County and US 231 in Bay County. 

The Area of Potential Effect (APE) defines the area within which any visual, audible, and 
atmospheric effects that the proposed construction project may have to historic properties will 
be considered. The APE defined for this project is an approximately 304.8-meter (1,000-foot) 
buffer centered on each crossing over a perennial water body. 

SEARCH conducted the maritime study on behalf of the Florida Department of Transportation 
(FDOT), District 3, in order to identify any submerged cultural resources that are listed, or may 
be eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The Florida Master Site 

File (FMSF) database was reviewed for any previous surveys or previously recorded resources. 
In addition, SEARCH conducted a review of in-house databases relative to potential submerged 
cultural resources with in the APE. The databases reviewed include: 

• The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Automated Wreck and 
Obstruction Information System (AWOIS); 

• NOAA's Electronic Navigational Charts (ENC); 

• 2006 NOAA Aids to Navigations (NavAids) and the 2007 US Coast Guard (USCG) Hazards 
to Navigation database; and 

• The Global Maritime Wrecks Database (GMWD). 

After completing the database review, SEARCH developed a predictive model based on 
archaeological, navigational, and other relevant data. Each Alternative was analyzed for its 
overall potential to contain submerged cultural resources. Recommendations are based on 
both the background research and the predictive model. 

1 
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November 2012 
Draft Report 

Alignment 8 

Alignment 14 

Alignment 15 

Alignment 17 

Alignment 19 

-
-

98 

30 

- -
-

= Gulf Coast Parkway Alternative Alignments 
(see color segment key above) 

Southe astern Archaeological Research Inc. 
Maritime Archaeology Desktop Analysis, Gulf Coast Park-Nay 

0 2.5 7.5 •••lli:===•••IIIMiles •••-===:::J Kilometers 
N 

A Sout heastern A r chaeological Researc h . Inc . 

Figure 1. Project area location including the five Alternatives. 

2 
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Southeastern Archaeological Research, Inc. 
Maritime Archaeology Desktop Analysis, Gulf Coast Parkway 

PROJECT ENVIRONMENT 

November 2012 
Draft Report 

The proposed Gulf Coast Parkway Project is located in southeastern Bay County, northwestern 
Gulf County, and southwestern Calhoun County, just southeast of the Panama City limits. Land 
use within the overall project area is primarily related to agriculture, with scattered residential 
developments. Water bodies within the project area consist mainly of small perennial 
drainages, though a portion ofthe East Bay is also included. 

HISTORIC CONTEXT 

This historic context is intended to provide a general overview of the history of the multi­
county region (Bay, Gulf, and Calhoun Counties) in which the Gulf Coast Parkway project area is 
located. The first Europeans to make contact along the northern Gulf Coast included Spain 
during the early sixteenth century. The Spanish claimed present-day Florida and much of the 
southeast for Spain; however, no permanent settlements were established in the area. Instead, 
the Spanish focused colonization efforts at what is now St. Augustine and Pensacola. 

Other Europeans challenged Spain's claim to Florida during the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries. In 1717, the French established a small fort at a site that historians believe was 
located at Mexico Beach in coastal Bay County or Port St. Joe in Gulf County (Hutchinson n.d.). 
Dubbed Fort Crevecoeur, the establishment of this fort angered the Spanish. However, not 
long after the fort was established, the French chose to abandon the position and instead focus 
on the Mississippi coastal region. 

By the mid-eighteenth century, Great Britain proved to be the strongest force in the region. 
The British acquired Florida in 1763 and began to carefully map extensive sections of the Gulf 
Coast region (Ware 1982:14). In 1766, Florida's west coast was surveyed from Pensacola to 
Cape San Bias, including St. Andrews Bay, which lies to the east and the south of the current 
project area. The cartographer George Gauld considered the extensive harbor of St. Andrews 
Bay to be of limited importance to the British Navy because of its sandbars and narrow 
channels (Ware 1982:64). Regardless, British settlers are believed to have found the area 
useful. Between 1780 and 1783, the British reportedly built a settlement in what is now Bay 
County at a town called Wells, although some historians dispute this claim (Womack 1994). 
Wells is thought to have been located where Panama City is today. 

Spain regained the Florida territory in 1783 and held it until 1821, but established no 
settlement in the area. The panhandle, with the exception of the Pensacola area, was not 
economically developed until after it became an American territory in 1821. The first towns of 
Bay Head, Econfina, and Old Town (St. Andrews) were founded in the 1820s. When Florida 
became an American territory, this area was part of Escambia County. Through the nineteenth 
and early twentieth centuries, the state legislature approved the creation of new counties that 
included the project area: Jackson (1822), Washington (1825), and Bay (1913). 
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John Lee Williams, a Pensacola lawyer who wrote about the Florida Territory in the 1820s, 
described the area. "It is a misshapen tract of worthless land, in general," he wrote. "This 

county acknowledges no civil authorities, nor laws. It owes its origin to political quackery 

alone." Williams provided exception to his "worthless land" view, including a "few hammocks 

on St. Andrew's bay, the south edges of Oak and Hickory hills, a part of Holmes valley, and the 
borders of Econfina river" (Williams 1976:86 [1827]). 

Early nineteenth-century industries in the panhandle of Florida included indigo, naval stores, 

fishing, and salt making. Timber milling was the major industry in the Bay County area after the 

first sawmill was built on Watson Bayou, west of Panama City, in 1836. This led to the growth 

of a community called Millville (Womack 1994). Fishermen were active on St. Andrews Bay and 
Easy Bay throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. 

By the Civil War (1861-1865), the region remained a sparsely populated wilderness (State of 
Florida 1945:10). The main settlements, including Vernon (founded in the 1850s), were located 

primarily inland. Much of panhandle Florida, including what is now Bay County and its 

neighboring counties, became a haven to Confederate deserters, who could pass unnoticed 
through the backwoods (Johns 1963:161). Sometimes the deserters joined forces, becoming 

armed groups that disrupted the Union Army's postal service, destroyed railroad trestles, 

burned bridges, and cut telegraph lines (Johns 1963:164). 

Union Brigadier General Alexander Asboth reported on an expedition through the area in 

September 1864 (US War Department 1891:443-445). Asboth, along with 700 men, marched 

from Pensacola to Marianna. Along the way, Asboth destroyed Douglass Ferry on the 
Choctawhatchee River. After defeating the Confederates at Marianna, the Union troops 

returned through the area, sacking the small inland towns of Orange Hill and Vernon (Askew 

1967). 

The area remained rural in the post-Civil War era, although there were notable advancements 

in the period, including the establishment of 12 schools in the area. Constructed through the 

county in 1882, the Pensacola and Atlantic Railroad provided transportation to the central part 

of the county. The Choctawhatchee River provided the primary transportation for agricultural, 

timber, and naval resources prior to the railroad's arrival. To a lesser degree, this maritime 

traffic plied the waters of Easy Bay (Lanier 1973:150 [1875]; Webb 1885:114). Beeswax and 
honey were also produced. The county's farmers began experimenting in sheep farming. Land 

in the county ranged from $1 to $10 an acre, and the average farmer paid $5 to $10 an acre to 
have the property cleared. Two water-powered and three steam-powered sawmills operated 
in the area (Robinson 1882:186). 

Wanton Webb, a promoter of Florida settlement, stated that area residents at the time were 
"noted for their hospitality, and will extend a hearty welcome to all strangers, irrespective of 

political opinion, who come to seek homes and who are honest and industrious" (Webb 

1885:114). The primary communities during the 1880s were Caryville, with a population of 50; 

Chipley, with a population of 300; Miller's Ferry, with a population of 50; and Vernon, for which 
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Webb provided no population data (Webb 1885:114). The primary exports by the 1880s were 
cotton, timber, and cattle (Norton 1892:101). 

The timber industry flourished in the 1880s when railroads began to reach the region. Water 

transport of timber thereby became less common. The St. Andrews Lumber Company 
reestablished the mill on Watson Bayou, and the town of Millville was resettled (Womack 

1994). The West Bay Lumber and Naval Stores Company attracted settlers to the town of West 

Bay in 1890. Two major railroads reached St. Andrews Bay in 1908, greatly expanding the fish 

and timber markets. 

The largest timber company in the region was the German-American Lumber Company. This 
German-American alliance ceased with the outbreak of World War I, and the company was 

subsequently bought by the St. Andrews Bay Lumber Company (Womack 1994). The largest 
economic contributors to the region were naval stores companies. The McKenzie and Vickers 
Turpentine Company was one of the largest in the area, maintaining four stills, including one at 

Burnt Mill Creek (Womack 1998). The St. Andrews Bay region was one of the largest naval­

stores-producing areas in the United States in the early twentieth century. 

Panama City was platted on the shores of St. Andrews Bay in 1905. George W. West founded 

the city and gave the town its name because it was in a direct line between Chicago and the 

Panama Canal Zone (Morris 1995:190). Present-day Bay County was formed in 1913 (Carswell 
1991:30), and by 1913 paper mills opened near the mouth of St. Andrews Bay. The first 

municipal airport in Bay County opened in 1938. 

World War II bolstered the economy of the area and the panhandle as a whole. The federal 

government contracted with Panama City's Wainwright Company to build ships for the war 

effort. During the war years, the company employed 15,000 workers, nearly doubling the 
population of the county. Wainwright constructed approximately 108 ships during the period 

(Mormino 1996:328). Tyndall Air Field opened in January 1941 as a gunnery range, and 

thousands trained at the field during the war. In 1948, it became known as Tyndall Air Force 

Base. Panama City Beach and the coastal communities of Bay County were developed as tourist 

destinations by the 1950s. The lands north of St. Andrews Bay are still relatively undeveloped, 

with large tracts of state forests and state wildlife management areas. 

CULTURAL RESOURCE ANALYSIS 

Previous cultural resource surveys were reviewed for each Alternative, including the presence 

of previously recorded submerged cultural resources. Each Alternative is presented separately, 
with individual water crossings identified and any associated cultural resources listed. 
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Alternative 8 crosses nine different perennial drainages throughout the project area (Table 1; 
Figure 2). No previous cultural resource surveys were identified within the APE of Alternative 8. 
No submerged cultural resources have been recorded within the APE of Alternative 8. 

Table 1 Water Crossings on Alternative 8 and Identified Cultural Resources 

Water Body Identified Cultural Resources 

Boggy Creek None 

Callaway Creek None 

Cooks Bayou None 

Gude Branch None 

Horseshoe Creek None 

Joe Lamb Branch None 

Little Sandy Creek None 

Sandy Creek None 

Wetappo Creek None 
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= Gulf Coast Parkway Alternative Alignment 8 

o Alignment Water Crossing Location 

- 1000 Foot Buffer of Water Crossings 

Other Alternative Alignments 

1.75 3.5 2.5 N 
Miles Kilometers A 

USGS 30x60 Quad Maps ~0085-A 1, Panama City (1981 ); 
and 29085-E1 , Port Saint Joe (1978) 

Figure 2. Alternative 8 alignment and associated water crossing locations. 
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Alternative 14 crosses 13 different perennial drainages throughout the project area (Table 2; 

Figure 3). No previous cultural resource surveys were identified within the APE of 
Alternative 14. No submerged cultural resources have been recorded within the APE of 
Alternative 14. 

Table 2 Water Crossing on Alternative 14 and Identified Cultural Resources 

Water Body Identified Cultural Resources 

Bayou George Creek None 

Beefwood Branch None 

Big Branch None 

Boggy Creek None 

Callaway Creek None 

Cooks Bayou None 

Gude Branch None 

Horseshoe Creek None 

Joe Lamb Branch None 

Little Sandy Creek None 

Olivers Creek None 

Sandy Creek None 

Wetappo Creek None 
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= Gulf Coast Parkway Alternative Alignment 14 

o Alignment Water Crossing Location 

- 1000 Foot Buffer of Water Crossings 

Other Alternative Alignments 

1.75 3.5 2.5 N 
Miles Kilometers A 

USGS 30x60 Quad Maps ~0085-A 1, Panama City (1981 ); 
and 29085-E1 , Port Saint Joe (1978) 

Figure 3. Alternative 14 alignment and associated water crossing locations. 
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Alternative 15 
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Alternative 15 crosses nine different perennial drainages throughout the project area (Table 3; 

Figure 4). No previous cultural resource surveys were identified within the APE of 
Alternative 15. No submerged cultural resources have been recorded within the APE of 
Alternative 15. 

Table 3 Water Crossings on Alternative 15 and Identified Cultural Resources 

Water Body Identified Cultural Resources 

Boggy Creek None 

Callaway Creek None 

Cooks Bayou None 

Gude Branch None 

Horseshoe Creek None 

Joe Lamb Branch None 

Little Sandy Creek None 

Sandy Creek None 

Wetappo Creek None 
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= Gulf Coast Parkway Alternative Alignment 15 

o Alignment Water Crossing Location 

- 1000 Foot Buffer of Water Crossings 

Other Alternative Alignments 

1.75 3.5 2.5 N 
Miles Kilometers A 

USGS 30x60 Quad Maps #30085-A1, Panama City (1981); 
and 29085-E1 , Port Saint Joe (1978) 

Figure 4. Alternative 15 alignment and associated water crossing locations. 
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Alternative 17 
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Alternative 17 crosses four different perennial drainages throughout the project area (Table 4; 
Figure 5). No previous cultural resource surveys were identified within the APE of 
Alternative 17. One potential submerged cultural resource was identified within the APE of 
Alternative 17 (Figure 6). The resource is recorded as a "Dangerous Wreck" and a "25ft fishing 

vessel" on NOAA's Electronic Navigational Charts. Based on further background research, it is 

SEARCH's opinion that the vessel is modern and is therefore not culturally significant. 

Table 4 Water Crossings on Alternative 17 and Identified Cultural Resources 

Water Body Identified Cultural Resources 

Boggy Creek None 

Callaway Creek None 

Cooks Bayou None 

East Bay Unnamed fishing vessel 
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= Gulf Coast Parkway Alternative Alignment 17 

o Alignment Water Crossing Location 

- 1000 Foot Buffer of Water Crossings 

Other Alternative Alignments 

1.75 3.5 2.5 N 
Miles Kilometers A 

USGS 30x60 Quad Maps ~0085-A 1, Panama City (1981 ); 
and 29085-E1 , Port Saint Joe (1978) 

Figure 5. Alternative 17 alignment and associated water crossing locations. 
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ll"7 ~1 Gulf Coast Parkway Alternative Alignments 
(Alternatives 17 and 19) 

;:,::_1 1000 Foot Buffer of Alignment Water Crossing 

Q Reported Modern Wreck Location 

800 1,600 250 500 N 
Feet Meters A 

USDA-FSA-APFO Orthophoto Mosaic of Bay County (2010); 
Shipwreck Database (1212008) 

Southeastern Archaeological Research Inc. 
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Figure 6. Shipwreck location within APE of Alternatives 17 and 19 (as reported by 
NOAA's Electronic Navigational Charts). 

14 



N-16 

 

Southeastern Archaeological Research, Inc. 
Maritime Archaeology Desktop Analysis, Gulf Coast Parkway 

Alternative 19 

November 2012 
Draft Report 

Alternative 19 crosses seven different perennial drainages throughout the project area 
(Table 5; Figure 7). No previous cultural resource surveys were identified within the APE of 
Alternative 19. One potential submerged cultural resource was identified within the APE of 
Alternative 19 (see Figure 6). The resource is recorded as a "Dangerous Wreck" and a "25 ft 

fishing vessel" on NOAA's Electronic Navigational Charts. This resource is the same shipwreck 

that was identified on Alternative 17 (discussed above). Based on further background research, 

it is SEARCH's opinion that the vessel is modern and is therefore not culturally significant. 

Table 5 Water Crossings on Alternative 19 

Water Body Associate Cultural Resources 

Bayou George Creek None 

Beefwood Branch None 

Big Branch None 

Boggy Creek None 

Callaway Creek None 

Cooks Bayou None 

East Bay Unnamed fishing vessel 
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= Gulf Coast Parkway Alternative Alignment 19 

o Alignment Water Crossing Location 

- 1000 Foot Buffer of Water Crossings 

Other Alternative Alignments 

1.75 3.5 2.5 N 
Miles Kilometers A 

USGS 30x60 Quad Maps ~0085-A 1, Panama City (1981 ); 
and 29085-E1 , Port Saint Joe (1978) 

Southeastern Archaeofogicaf Research, fnc. 

Maritime Archaeology Desktop A nalysis, Gulf Coast Parkway 

Figure 7. Alternative 19 alignment and associated water crossing locations. 
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A predictive model can assist in determining the probability of shipwrecks within a given area 

by applying a set of established criteria. The patterning and distribution of shipwrecks lost in 

the open sea versus those lost near shore has been addressed by numerous authors. These 
include Bascom (1971), Coastal Environments, Inc. (1977), Garrison et al. (1989), Marx (1971), 
and Muckelroy (1978): 

Marx estimated that approximately 98 percent of all shipping losses in the 
western hemisphere prior to 1825 occurred in less than 10 m of water. Coastal 
Environment Inc.'s authors follow this proposition .... Muckelroy suggested that 

the 10 m boundary probably underestimated the potential for deepwater 
archaeology. Bascom concluded from a study of 19th century losses at Lloyds of 

London that about 20 percent of all sinkings occur away from the coast. This 

figure probably better approximates the correct order of magnitude from all 

sinkings in the open sea at any period. The data in this study [Garrison et al. 

1989] support Bascom. An inspection of our shipwreck distribution plots [within 
the Gulf of Mexico] shows that 75 percent of shipwrecks occur in nearshore 

waters and the remainder in the open sea (Garrison et al. 1989). 

The employment of a predictive model can help differentiate the potential for submerged 

cultural resources within the various Alternatives by applying additional criteria. Larry Pierson, 

who developed the predictive model, suggests that: 

Predicting the occurrence of shipwrecks ... is a relatively complicated matter. 

Certainly where ship traffic is concentrated there will be more losses. When 

concentrated traffic occurs near navigational hazards such as islands, headlands, 

or submerged rocks, an increased frequency of ship losses can be expected. If 

these factors coincide with areas which have a high preponderance for the 

occurrence of foul weather or fog, an even greater frequency of accidents can be 

expected. But wrecks may occur even where traffic is not concentrated or when 

the weather is clear, i.e., ships have been lost at sea in clear, calm weather 
(Pierson 1987). 

Pierson developed a predictive model based on a point system, where the higher point value 

assumes a higher probability for submerged cultural resources. The predictive model assigns 
points to various criteria including ports/anchorage, obstructions/hazards, shipping routes, and 

known archaeological sites. 

The predictive model criteria and point system includes: 

• Port or anchorage* = 1 point 

• Obstruction or other hazard**= 1 point 
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• Designated shipping route***= 1 point 

• One or fewer shipwreck sites per km2 = 1 point 

• One or two shipwreck sites per km2 = 2 points 

• More than two shipwreck sites per km2 = 3 points 

* Approach as delineated by NOAA as of 1980. 

** Within view of a lighthouse, buoy, or other warning device. 

*** Within the confines of the designated route. 

These point criteria can be applied to each individual Alternative within the current project 

area. These criteria assume that there is a higher probability of a vessel loss near a 
port/anchorage, near an obstruction/navigational hazard, or near a designated shipping route. 

This model also takes into account that if other known shipwreck sites are nearby, the 
probability increases for additional sites to be located in that area. 

After applying the designated criteria to each of the Alternatives within the project area and 

adding the results, a total point value can be assigned. The higher the total points, the greater 

the likelihood for submerged cultural resources within that area. Results of the predictive 
model indicate that the Alternatives have an overall low to moderate probability for submerged 

cultural resources (Table 6). 

Table 6. Predictive Model Results. 

Obstruction Designated 
One or 

One or Two 
More than 

Fewer Two 
Port or Anchorage or Other Shipping 

Shipwrecks 
Shipwrecks 

Shipwrecks 
Total 

Hazard Route 
per km2 per km2 

per km2 

Alternative 8 

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Alternative 14 

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Alternative 15 

0 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Alternative 17 

0 0 1 1 0 0 2 

Alternative 19 

0 0 1 1 0 0 2 

Alternatives 8, 14, and 15 have a lower potential for submerged cultural resources due to their 
primary location within small perennial drainages that were never designated shipping routes 

or heavily trafficked water bodies. Alternatives 17 and 19 have a moderate probability due to 

their inclusion of East Bay and its history of marine traffic. 
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SEARCH conducted the current maritime study on behalf of FDOT District 3 in order to identify 

any submerged cultural resources that are listed, or may be eligible for listing, in the NRHP. The 

FMSF database was reviewed for any previous surveys or previously recorded resources. In 

addition, SEARCH conducted a review of in-house databases relative to potential submerged 

cultural resources within the APE. The databases reviewed include: 

• NOAA Automated Wreck and Obstruction Information System (AWOIS); 

• NOAA's Electronic Navigational Charts; 

• 2006 NOAA Aids to Navigations (NavAids) and 2007 US Coast Guard (USCG) Hazards to 

Navigation database; and 

• Global Maritime Wrecks Database (GMWD). 

After completing the database review, SEARCH conducted a predictive model based on 

archaeological, navigational, and other relevant data. Each Alternative was analyzed for its 

overall potential to contain submerged cultural resources. 

Predictive models were first developed by terrestrial archaeologists interested in identifying the 

location of human habitations based on the analysis of environmental conditions within a given 
region. Archaeologists postulated that analyzing conditions around known sites could establish 

a set of variables that could be applied elsewhere to assist in locating new sites. Others believe 

that predictive modeling has severe limitations and that regulatory agencies will use these 
"models to authorize disturbance and development of substantial areas under the potentially 

erroneous assumption that they contain no significant archaeological sites" (Mather and Watts 

2002). Mather and Watts address the limitations of predictive models with regard to 

shipwrecks: 

If predictive modeling on land is contentious, it promises to be even more so 

underwater. The location of shipwrecks is clearly not behaviorally based in the 
same way as human settlement. The human decision-making component for 

underwater sites is considerably more limited; a captain's choice about where to 

sink is marginal at best. Neither do we know all the factors that determine 
shipwreck locations. Many stretches of water are dynamic and change over time. 

Ships are mobile. Also, there may be a considerable array of random factors such 

as storms, fires, and battles that help determine the patterns of vessel losses. 
Given the historically high usage of some stretches of water, it may be difficult to 

eliminate the possibility of shipwrecks in any unsurveyed or undisturbed areas 

(Mather and Watts 2002). 

Suggestions to alleviate the nonconformity of shipwreck patterns include a GIS-based 

archaeological sensitivity analysis as an alternative. Establishment of G IS-based sensitivity zones 
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is useful to cultural resource managers who could quickly identify unsurveyed areas that may 
contain submerged cultural resources. Mather and Watts suggest that: 

By overlaying data such as historic and archaeological sites, hazards to 

navigation, dredging activity, and remote sensing data, researchers can divide 
water systems into sensitivity zones. The advantage of archaeological sensitivity 

analysis is that it correlates directly with known data. Areas of highest sensitivity 

incorporate known archaeological sites; areas of lowest sensitivity have been 

surveyed by reputable researchers and are known to contain no archaeological 

sites. The unknown remains unknown, and no probability ratings are assigned to 

areas as a result of archaeological sensitivity analysis (Mather and Watts 2002). 

With this said, results from the database review and subsequent application of a predictive 
model identified the potential for submerged cultural resources within each of the five 
Alternatives. Review of available databases identified one known wreck and no obstructions, 

archaeological sites, occurrences, or sites marked as "unknown." The only reported wreck was 

identified in the East Bay within the APE of Alternatives 17 and 19. Subsequently, Alternatives 
17 and 19 have been identified as having a moderate potential for submerged cultural 

resources. Application of the predictive model indicates an overall low potential for submerged 

cultural resources within Alternatives 8, 14, and 15 

Based on the background review and the predictive model, SEARCH recommends that if 

Alternative 17 or 19 is selected as the preferred Alternative, a marine remote-sensing survey 

should be conducted for the East Bay water crossing. This crossing contains the potential for 
submerged cultural resources due to its history as a navigable waterway and the presence of 

one reported modern wreck. None of the other water crossings were identified as containing 

potential for submerged cultural resources. Due to the low potential for submerged cultural 
resources on the remaining Alternatives, SEARCH recommends no further work for Alternatives 

8, 14, and 15. 
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National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Aids to Navigation (NavAids) 
2006 Database provided by Services Unlimited, Hammond, Louisiana. On file, Services 

Unlimited, Hammond, Louisiana. 

US Coast Guard Hazards to Navigation 
2007 Database provided by Services Unlimited, Hammond, Louisiana. On f ile, Services 

Unlimited, Hammond, Louisiana. 
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APPENDIX O 

Transportation Planning Consistency 

Documentation 

Planning Consistency Worksheet 

Figure Showing Recommended Alternative Project Phases 

2035 LRTP Needs Plan (dated July 2012) Pages 5-3 and 5-4) 

2035 LRTP Cost Feasible Plan (dated July 2012) Pages 7-10 and 7-11 

2013 Adopted STIP page 9 

STIP Report  

Bay County TPO Meeting Enclosure C 

Resolution Bay 13-16 

FDOT Request for TIP Amendment 

Page C-4 from Bay TPO TIP 2012/13-20116/17 

Page C-5 from Bay TPO TIP 2013/14-2017/18 
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Planning Requirements for Environmental Document Approvals with Segmented Implementation 

Document Information: 

Date: 9/16/2013 Document Type: 

Project Name: Gulf Coast Parkway 

Project Limits: From US 98 fn Gull CounW to US 231 and US 98 (Tyndall Partway) In Billy County 

EIS Document Status: Draft 

FM #: 410981-3,410981-4, 410981·5, ·H0981-6 

410981-7, 410981·8, 410981-9 

ETDM #: 7559 

Are the limits consistent with the plans? .:Y.:.es'--------------------------------1 

ldenlify MPO(s) (if applicable): Bily County Transportation ~nn•na Orsanlutlon Original PO&E FAP#t.:' o:' ... = '·.:.''::.'::.• '::'.:.091.:.':..:·':....------i 

Segment Information: FOOT watt Protram Sqmet~t 1 
Segment limits: From inteo«t1011 of US98 and CR 386 north aloncn•st•ncCR 386 Segment FM #: 410981-l 

f« 1.6 min until the lnteD«tioft of the ptopoMd Gulf To Sly Hch~y 

Currently 

Adopted 
CFP·LRTP 

COMMENTS 

Y/N 
The propos.ed widenincofCR l86 from US 98 north 16 milts to the propos.ed lntersedion with the Gulf to e.y Hich~Y is consostent with the Bly Coc.lntyTPO 2035 lone R1n1e T~nspcwUUon PUn 
Needs Pilon (p;~~s 5·3 and 5..-). Fundtnt is ••pect.d for aU pftasn In the ~riod beyond 2050. Construction oftM entlfe profed: should b. completed by 2070 

Currently Currently TIP/STIP TIP/STIP 
PHASE Approved Approved COMMENTS 

TIP STIP FY 

This project is identifted In tM Bay County TPO 2035 LATP Needs Assessnwnt.. but is ootsldethe 
20·y1!ir window of t he Cost Feuible Plan. PE (dui&n) fund In; of $0.9 million Is e • pected beyond 

PE (Final Design) N N $0.00 N/ A 2050. 

Thfs project is identlfted In the Bay CoontyTPO 2035lRTP Needs Asse"ment, but lsooUide the 
20-ve•r window of the Cost fe a)lble Plan fU;ht-of·way fund ina of Sl-4.7 mllhon is e•pectfli 

R/W N N $0.00 N/A beyond 2050. 

This project Is identifted Jn the hy County TPO 2035lRTP Needs Aswssment, but is outside the 

Construction N N $0.00 N/A 
20-year window of the Cost Feasible Pilon Construction fundtnc of S5.9 million is IKpectecl 

beyond 2050. 

Segment Information: FOOT won: Procram Secment4 

Segment Umits: Frornlntenectiono1CIIl316and propos.dGulftoBayHchwilly-.standthen north-st 

alone new a liCftment until the southern awOKh of propoHd bndp: owr East Bay 

Segment FM #: 410981·4 

Currently 

Adopted 
CFP·LRTP 

COMMENTS 

Y/N 
he proposed newGulf Coast Parkway roadWJy ffom CR 386 to the southern approach of the propowd bridle over East Bay isCOfls..stent with thiBayCountyTPO 2035lont; Rant~ Tran5f)Ortillllon 

Pilon Needs Pilon (paps 5·3 and S-4). fund '"I it. IXPkttd for all phaws ln the period btoyond 2050. Construction of the entire project should be compltttd by 2070 

Currently Currently 
TIP/STIP TIP/STIP 

Approved Approved COMMENTS PHASE 
TIP STIP FY 

This project lsldent if'ted In the Bay CoiJntyTPO 2035 l RTP NH<ls Aue-nment, bu1 is ovtsi61 the 

PE (Final Design) N N $0.00 N/ A 
20-~ar wind ow of the Cost Feasible Plan. PE (de"an) fund Ina of $7.5 milliOn Is e•pected beond 
20SO. 

This p roject Is ld~ntlfied In t he Sly COYnty TPO 2035LRTP Needs Alwwnent, but Is out~~ th~ 

R/W N N $0.00 N/ A 
20-Vt>ar window of ttl~ Cost Feasible Plan. Rlcht-of·way fund ina o f $8.8 million Is e.-pe-ct t'd 

bevond 2050. 

This project is identified In the 8~y CoiJntv TPO 2035 UITP Needs Aswssment, but IJ out~e th~ 
20-y1!ar window of th~ Cost Feallble Plan, Construction fund in; of S50 0 million Is e.-peeled 

Construction N N $0.00 N/A beyond 2050. 

Segment Information: FOOTWork Procram Sqment 5 

Segment Limits: from southern approach of propowd brlda• over East Bay to northern apprOillch o f bridce Segment FM # : 410981·5 

Currently 
Adopted 
CFP-LRTP 

Y/N 

COMMENTS 

The proposed Gulf Cout P1rltwav Mttnent from ttl. southern appra.ch of the PfopoMd bridce O'o'lr East Bay to northern apptOKh of the bride• II consistent with the Bay County TPO 2035tona 
R.anJI Transpon~tion Plan Needs Plan IPIJH s-3 and S .. l Fund~n~bupeat'd for aU pM~ in the period beyoncl2050-. ConstructiOn of the entl~ proj«t lhould be completed by 2070.. 

PHASE 
Currently 

Approved 
TIP 

Currently 

Approved 
STIP 

TIP/STIP TIP/STIP 
COMMENTS 

FY 
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This pro;.ct is. kkntif..clln the 8ay County TPO 2035 LRTP Nncb AuHsn'lant, but b outdde the 
~ar Window of the Cost F.aiibltl Plan PE ldfl.i&nl fundtnC of $23.10 million Is o:pactlld 

PE (Final Design) N N $0.00 N/A --ThiS project is. identif..cl in the 8ay County TPO 2035 LRTP N~s Aswunwnt, but fl ouulde the 
20-year window of the Cost Feasible Plan. RCht-of·way fund•n& of $4 0 million b expactecl 

R/W N N $0.00 N/A beyond 20SO. 

This projKt is id•ntifted in th• Say County TPO 2035LRTP NeRds Aueumtnl, but Is outside the 

Construction N N $0.00 N/A 
20·vear windo w of the Cost Feasible Plan. Constl\lct ion fund ina of 5158.6 mlltion fs eltpected 
beyond 2050. 

Segment Information: FOOT WOfk Pr~m Sqment 6 

Segment limits: FromnortMrn and of approach to proposed bridaaowr£ut ~northOftnawali&nment Segment FM #: 410981·6 
until rltac~CR 2297. TrJII'Itb north OYer ellstiniOI. 2297 until It dfWf .. s Into Old AllantOft Road/KanMf Road and then contln~s north owr 
u3ttnJ Old All.anton/l(enMf Ro.d until it intenech SR 22. 

Currently 

Adopted COMMENTS 
CFP-LRTP 

he proposed Gulf Coast Parkway from the nortl'lern end of approach to propoHd bridaeowrEast Bay oorth on new alltnment until CR 22'J7. AlonJ CR 2297 untfllt dlveraes Into Old Alllnton 
Y /N ROild/Kenner ROild contlnulna north alonJ e Kistloa Old Alllnto n Road/Kenner Road to SR 221s consiste nt with the Bay County TPO 2035lonJ Ranp T~nsportatlon Plan N~s Plan (paJH 5·3 ilnd 5· 

4). Funding is eKpeocted for a ll phases In the period bevond 2050. ConJtructlon o f t he e ntire projKt should be completed by 2070. 

Current ly Currently 
TIP/STIP TIP/STIP PHASE Approved Approved COM M ENTS 

TIP STIP FY 
This PfOjl!!ct Is Identified ltl tM 8ay County TPO 2035 lRTP NHds As5Hs1Mnt. but Is outstde the 
20-~ar window of the COst Fu~ble PLin PE (desip) fundirc of S10 1 million Is el{f)Ktld 

PE (Final Design) N N $0.00 N/A ..,.,.. 2050 

This prOJeCt 15 Identified in the 8ay County TPO 2035 LRTP Needs Aswument. but Is outSide tl'le 
20-yearw.ndowofthe COst Fe•~ble Pliln. Rcht-of·w;ty fundintof 511 9 mlniOtl is b:pected 

R/W N N $0.00 N/A btyond 2050. 

This projed: i~ ~•1t•f+ecl •n the &.y County TPO 2035 LRTP N~s Asse~»nenl, but is out $!de the 

Construction N N $0.00 N/A 
20·yl!ar window of the Co$1 Fe•"b'- Plaon Construction fund in& of $67.5 million is e Kpedtd 
beyond 2050. 

Segment Informat ion: FOOT Worit Proc,.m Seament 1 

Segment Limits: From SR 22 we"ward on n- llflnment north of and p~rallel to SR 22 to new inter~Khon 
w.thStarAven~ 1,600fee1: southofTr~mROid 

Segment FM #: 410981·7 

Currently 

Adopted COMMENTS 
CFP-LRTP 

The propoHd Gulf Coast Partw•y from SR 22 westw01rd on n-JIIi&nment north of and parallel to SR 22 to ne-w intei"Mdoon w ith Star Avenue 1,600 feet M)Uth ofTrJm Ro.d hconS1$1ent with the Bay 
Y / N County TPO 2035 Lont R•np Trlns.porUtlon P11n NHds Plan (p~ps 5· 3 11nd S ... ). Fundlnt of S& 0 minion for d esicn is e Kpe<:ted in 20~ Fund in& of S1.8 million for ,.ht .of·way is eKpec;ted In 2038, 

lnd fundirc of$53.1 m1llion Is expected In 2040 Con$1ructlon of the entire project mould be cornpletlld by 2070. 

Currently current y 
TIP/STIP PHASE Approved Approved 

TIP STIP 

PE (Final Design) N N $0.00 

R/W N N $0.00 

Construction N N $0.00 

Segment Information: FOOT w or. Procram Seament 8 

Segment Limi ts: From CR 2315 (St•r Avenue) to SR 30A (US98) 

Current y 

TIP/STIP 

FY 

N/A 

COMMENTS 

This project is Ident ified In the Bay County TPO 2035 LRTP NHds Auewnent. but Is out5ide the 
20-yflr window of the COst Fusible Pbn. PE(dHign} fundinJ of SI.O million Is expectlld in 2036. 

ThiS project is ldent!fltd In the 8ay County TPO 2035 LRTP NHds Msessment, but IJ outWit the 
20-~ar window of the Cost Feuible Plan R•ht.of·WJIY fund inc of S1 8 f16)n is expected ~ 

N/A 2038 
This. projl!!d is idenhf.ed in the Bay County TPO 2035 LRTP Needs Asws~t. but h outside the 
2().ve01rwindow of t he COst Fea"ble Plan Constl\lctiOn fundlnt ofS53 1 miiUon Is expected in 

N/ A 2040. 

Segment FM #: 410981-8 

Adopted COMMENTS 
CFP-LRTP 

The proposed GutfCoast P•rtw-v from ca 2315 (St11r Aven~) toSolt 30A.IUS 91) Is conSistent with the 811yCounty TPO 203S Lore Alnce TrJnSPOrt•tion Pliin 2016· 20lSCost FeaSible Plan (paru J.lO 
Y/N and 7-11). S2..02 million is prc:crammed for PE (desitn) in 2014, S2_37 miniOn fs PfO&rJrnrnad for r•ht-of·w;ty in 2015, and $13 33 miDIOn b proarammed for- constructiOn in 2016 ConMNCtiOn of the 

entll'e pro,ect should be completed by 2070 

Currently Currently TIP/STIP TIP/STIP PHASE Approved Approved COMMENTS 
TIP STIP FY 

This pro;.ct is Identified In the 81y CountyTPO LRTP paaes 7·10 01nd 7·11, P~Je c.s oftl'le 
PE (Final Design) N N $2.02 2014 2013/14 · 2017/18 T!P, and paae 9ofthl ~DOT Jldopted 2013 SliP 

ThiJ proj«t is ident ified In the 8ayCountyTPO LRTP paJeJ 7-10 lnd 7-11, PlteC·S ofthe 
R/W N N $2.37 2015 2013/14 • 2017/18 TIP, and pqe 9oft he FOOT Jldopted 2013 SliP 

ThtJ profect tJ Identified'" t~ 8ayCountyTPO LRTP Pi'JIS 7·10 and 7-11, pqeC-5 of the 
Construction N N $13.33 2016 2013/14 . 2017/1& TIP, •nd paae9ofthe FOOT adopted 2013 SliP 
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Segment Information: FOOT woR: Proc,.m Sq:ment 9 

Segment Lim its: From inteoecttOn of the Gulf Ce~st Parkwa'l with Star Avenue, north arona Segment FM #: 410981·9 

Currently 
Adopted 

CFP·LRTP 

existina SUir Avenue 2.1 miles, then nonhwest on MW aiCnment totravel2.36 miles to Intersect with US 231. Includes flvover over Bl'l Llnel\allfoad 

and US 23l and new intersection conflluratlon w1tll US 231, CR 390, and SR 2321 

COMMENTS 

Y/N 

The proposed GulfCe~st Parkwav from Star Avenue, nonh alona Star Avenue 2.1 miles, then northwest on new alijnment for 2.36 miles to US 231, indudina flvowr ofS.y Une Railr<U~d and US 231 
and new Intersection confllullltion of US 231. CA 390, and SR 2l2l.ls consistent with the hyCountyTPO 203S lons Ranae Tran.J9C)rtation Plan Needs Plan I PlieS S·land S--4). Fundintof$8.0 
mfHion for PO jdesi(ln)ls expecte'd In 2040. Furw:lin&of$1.8 million for rllht-of·way Is expected In 2043, .lind fundin& of$S3.1 million for construct ion Is e•pected In 2045. Construction for the l'ntire 
project should be complete by 2070. 

PHASE 

PE (Final Design) 

R/W 

Construction 

FOOT Preparer's Name: 

Preparer's Signature: 

Currently 
Approved 

TIP 

N 

N 

N 

•Attach: LRTP, TIP, STIP pages 

Currently 

Approved 

STIP 

N 

N 

N 

TIP/STIP TIP/STIP 

FY 

$0.00 N/A 

$0.00 N/A 

$0.00 N/A 

COMMENTS 

Thb protect is Identified in the 8r( CounW TPO 203S LRTP Needs Mwssmeflt, but is outside the 
20-yearw.ndowofthe Coil Feulb*e !'tan P[ (deten) fundtnt of S8.0mill10n is opectedln 2040. 

This pro,ect is identrfied in the Bay County TPO 203$ LRTP NMdJ Ailessment, but Is outsde the 
20-year window of the Cost Fealit* !'tan Rcht.of·~Y fund•nt: of $1 a mlllon is upected in 
2043. 

This prottct is identsfted in the Bay County TPO 2035 UtTP Needs AsMument. but is outSide the 
20-year window of the Cost Feasib6e !'tan ConstructiOn fundln&of $53.1 million isopected in 

""'~ 

Date: Phone#: 

Email: _________________ _ 
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DIREC770N 2035- SHAPING OUR FUTURE COST FEASIBLE PLAN 

7.3 Adopted Cost Feas ible Plan 

Based upon a fi nal round of review at a second workshop of the Advisory Committees of the 
Transp01tation Planning Organization he ld on May II , 20 I I, a preferred 2035 Cost Feasible 
Plan was developed for presentation to the TPO and Advisory Committees for adoption. 

The 2035 Cost Feasible Plan has funding for I 0 roadway projects, 2 interchange projects, 2 
transit trolley projects, several bicycle/pedestrian projects, and ITS projects costing just over 
$370 mi llion in 20 I 0 dollars which is approximately 11.4% of the 2035 Needs Assessment 
Costs. Additional or a lternate revenue sources could allow projects to be moved into the Cost 
Feasible Plan. The Adopted Cost Feasible Map is provided in Figure 7-5. 

Table 7-5: Adopted Cost Feasible Plan Projects 

M a p 
ROADWAY IMPROVEMENT ID # 

1 B W EST BAY PKWY-NEW ROADWAY (NEW 4 LANE) SR 79 TO SR 77 

3 GULF COAST PKWY-NEW ROADWAY (NEW4 LANE) CR 386 (GULF) TO US 231 (BAY) 

8 US 98-THOMAS DR INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS PHASE 2 

9 US 98-23RD ST INTERCHANGE IMPROVEMENTS PHASE 1 AND PHASE 2 

11 US ALT 98/FRONT BEAC H AD-BIKE/TRANSIT LANE IMPROVEMENTS (2 LANE DIVIDED) SR 79 TO R. 
JACKSON BLVD 

11A 
US AL T 98/FRONT BEACH AD-BIKE/TRANSIT LANE IMPROVEMENTS (2 LANE DIVIDED) R. JACKSON 
BLVD TO S. THOMAS DR 

15 SR 22-CAPACrrY IMPROVEMENTS (2 LANE TO 4 LAN E) STAR AVE TO TYNDALL PKWY 

17 CR 390-CAPACITY IMPROVEMENT (2 LANE TO 4 LANE) SR 77 TO CR 389 

17A SR 390-CAPACI1 Y IMPROVEMENT (2 LANE TO 6 LANE) 23RD ST TO BALDWIN RD 

18 SR 79-CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS (2 LANE TO 4 LANE) US 98 TO ALT. US 98 

22 ALF COLEMAN AD-CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS (2 LANETO 4 LANE) US 98 TO FRONT BEACH RD 

34 SR 389/EAST AVE-CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS (2 LANE TO 4 LAN E) SHERMAN AVE TO BALDWIN RD 

Table 7-6: Adopted Cost Feasible Plan Annual Funding Allocations 

Box Fund Annual Fund 

ITS Projects (Capital Improvement, Operations and Maintenance) $450,000 

Bicycle I Pedestrian Projects $800,000 

Transportation System Management Projects $350,000 

Annual Public Transportation Capital Improvements $150,000 

July2012 7-10 
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PAGB 9 FI..ORIDA DBPARTMBNT OF TRAUSPO~'TATION 
OFFICB OF WORK PROGRAM 

STIP REPORT 

HIGHWAYS 

DATB RUN: 11/06/2012 
TIME RUN: 14.47.23 

MBRSTIP-1 

IT&~ NUMBBR:410981 6 
DISTR£Cf:03 

PROJ8Cf OBSCRIPTION:GULF COAST PARKWAY FROM SR 22 WBWA HIGHWAY TO CR 2315 STAR AVBNUB •NON-SIS• 

ROADWAY ID:46000000 

fiJND 
CODE 

FBDBRAL PROJBCT NUKBER: 

PHASE: Preliminary 
DIH 
HPP 

TOT/I I., diiA> 
TOTAL 410981 6 

FUND 
CODB 

LESS 
THAN 
2013 

<K/A> 

Engineering 
0 
0 
0 
0 

LESS 
THAN 
2013 

FEDERAL PROJECT NUMBER: <NIA> 

PBASB: Preliminary 
DIH 
HPP 

TOTAL <N/A> 
TOTAL 410981 7 

Engineering 
0 
0 
0 
0 

I 

COUt-.'TY:BAY TYPB OF WORK :PRBLIM ENG FOR FUTURE CAPACrTY 

2013 

RESPONSIBLB 
0 
0 
0 
0 

2013 

PROJ8Cf LBNGTB: 3.600MI LAUES EXIST/IMPROVBD/ADDBD: Ol 0/ 2 

2014 2015 

AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 
5,000 0 

2,390,000 0 
2,395,000 0 
2,395,000 0 

2.000Ml 

2014 2015 

2016 

0 
0 
0 
0 

GREATER 
THAN 
2016 

0 
0 
0 
0 

ALL 
YEARS 

5, 000 
2,390,000 
2,395,000 
2,395,000 

30A 11<; qs •r>rm- s rs• 
OF WORI':PRB:.I\1 BNG FOR f'I'TtlRE CAPAC! :y 
LANES EXISTIIMPROVBDIADDEO: oT o( 2 

2016 

GREATER 
THAN 
2016 

ALL 
YEARS 

I RESPONSIBLE AGENCY: Managed by FOOT 
0 5,000 
0 1,840,968 
0 1,845,968 
0 1,845,968 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 
0 

5 ,000 
1,840, 968 
1,845,968 
1,845,968 
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FLDOT OWP - Federal Aid Management; STIP Page 1 of 1 

Florida Department of E-Updates I FL511 I Sne Map 

TRANSPORTATION I Search FOOT 

Home About FOOT Contact Us Off1ces Maps & Data Performance PrOjects 

Web Application 

Federal Aid Management Office James Jobe - Manager 

SliP Regort 
Selection Criteria 

Detail Report 
County/MPO Area:(Select a County) 

Financial Project:410981 7 

HIGHWAYS 

Item Number: 410981 7 Project Description: GULF COAST PARKWAY FROM CR 2315 STAR AVENUE TO SR 30A (US 98) 

District: 03 County: BAY Type of Work: PRELIM ENG FOR FUTURE CAPACITY 

Roadway 10: 46000000 Project Length: 2.000MI Lanes Exist/Improved/Added: 0/012 

Fiscal YeN 
Phase I Responsible Agency 1<2013 2013 2014 2015 12016 >2016 All Years 
PREUMINARY ENGINEERING I Managed by FOOT 
Federal Project Number: <blank> 
Fund Code: DIH - STATE IN-HOUSE PRODUCT SUPPORT 5,000 5,000 

IHPP- HIGH PRIORITY PROJECTS 1,840,968 1,840,968 
Federal Pro·ect: <blank> Totals 1,845,968 1,845,968 

Phase: PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING Totals 1,845,968 1,845,968 
Item: 410981 7 Totals 1,845,968 1,845,968 

HIGHWAYS Totals 1,845,968 1,845,968 
Grand Total 1,845,968 1,845,968 

This site is maintained by the Federal Aid Management Office, located at 605 Suwannee Street, MS 21, Tallahassee, Florida 
32399. For additional information please e-mail questions or comments to: 

(James Jobe: james.jobe@dot.state. fl.us or call 850-414-4448) 

Office Home: Office of Work Proaram 

Contact Us Employment FOOT Performance MyFiorida.com Statement of Agency Web Policies & Notices 

© 1996-2013 Flortda Department of Transportabon 

http://www2.dot.state.fl.us/fmsupportapps/stipamendments/stip.aspx 

Flonda Department of Transportation 

Consistent, Predictable, Repeatable 

9/3/2013 
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B;~y County TPO Meeting Enclosure Date: September 25, 2013 

Approved for Submittal to TPO: _ 

ENCLOSUREC 

SUBJECT: Consideration of Resolution BAY 13-16 Amending the Fiscal Year (FY) 2013-2017 and FY 2014-
2018 Transportation Improvement Programs to Add Project #41 09818, New Road Construction for Gulf Coast 
Parkway from County Road 2315 (Star Avenue) to State Road 30A (US 98) (PUBLIC HEARlNG AND ROLL 
CALL VOTE REQUIRED) 

ORlGIN OF SUBJECT: Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT ACTION NEEDED: None 

BACKGROUND: Annually, the TPO adopts a Transportation Improvement Program (TIP), which lists the 
projects scheduled throughout the five years of the FDOT Work Program for various phases such as project 
development and environment study, design, right-of-way acquisition and construction. To receive federal funding, 
the projects must be in the TPO's adopted TIP. This TIP amendment adds the Design in FY 2013/14, Right-of­
Way in FY 2014115, and Construction and Construction Engineering and Inspection (CEI) in FY 2015/1 6 for Gulf 
Coast Parkway from County Road 2315 (Star Avenue) to State Road 30A (US 98) in Bay County in the total 
amount of $18,734,393. 

Attached are the following: 
• Resolution BAY 13- I 6 
• Request for Amendment 
• Page ofthe FY 2013-FY 2017 TIP as Amended 
• Page of the FY 2014-FY 2018 TJP as Amended 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Approval of a motion authorizing the TPO Chairman to sign Resolution BAY 
13-16 amending the FY 2013-2017 and FY 2014-2018 TIPs. This action is recommended to ensure FOOT can 
authorize funding for these projects. The difference between State Fiscal Year (July I'") and the Federal Fiscal 
Year (October I") is the reason for both TfPs being amended. Please contact Mr. Gary Kramer, TPO staff, at 
1-800-226-8914, Extension 219 or ga1y .kramerCW.wfrpc.org if additional information is needed. 

C-1 
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RESOLUTION BAY 13-16 

A RESOLUTION OF THE BAY COUNTY 
TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION 
AMENDING THE FY2013-2017 AND FY2014-2018 
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PROGRAMS 

WHEREAS, the Bay County Transportation Planning Organization (TPO) is the organization 
designated by the Governor of Florida as being responsible, together with the State of Florida, for 
carrying out the continuing, cooperative and comprehensive transportation planning process for the Bay 
County TPO Planning Area ; and 

WHEREAS, the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is adopted annually by the TPO and 
submitted to the Governor of the State of Florida, to the Federal Transit Administration, and through the 
State of Florida to the Federal Highway Administration; and 

WHEREAS, the TIP is periodically amended to maintain consistency with the Florida Department 
of Transportation Work Program; and 

WHEREAS, authorization for federa l funding of projects w ithin an urbanized area cannot be 
obtained unless the projects are included in the TPO's TIP; 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BAY COUNTY TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING ORGANIZATION THAT: 

The TPO amends the FY2013-2017 and FY2014-2018 Transportation Improvement Programs to 
add Project #4109818 for Design, Right-of-Way, and Construction for Gulf Coast Parkway from CR 2315 
(Star Avenue) to SR 30A (US 98) for a total amount of $18,734,393. 

Passed and duly adopted by the Bay County Transportation Planning Organization on this 25th 
day of September 2013. 

ATTEST: _________ _ 

BAY COUNTY TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING ORGANIZATION 

BY: --::::--:---:::-:---:--::::--:-­
Rodney Friend, Chairman 

C-2 
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FDOT Request for TIP Amendment 

10 # Project Name/Location 

BAY County 

4109818 Gulf Coast Parkway 

from CR 2315 Star Avenue to SR 30A (US 98) New Road Constructio 

Phase Code 2012/2013 2013/2014 2014/2015 2015/2016 2016/2017 TOTAL Fund Cod 
C8 $1,023,583 $1 ,023,583 HPP 
31 $20,000 $20,000 HPP 
32 $2,000,000 $2,000,000 HPP 
4B $178,698 $100,000 $278,698 HPP 
41 $45,481 $50,000 $95,481 HPP 
42 $116,699 $116,699 HPP 
43 $452,432 $1,400,000 $1,852,432 HPP 
45 $11,218 $10,000 $21,218 HPP 
52 $8,479,487 $8,479,487 HPP 
52 $2,852,386 $2,852,386 TIMP 
61 $181,310 $181,310 HPP 
62 $1,813,099 $1,813,099 HPP 

$0 $2,020,000 $1,828,111 $14,886,282 $0 $18,734,393 
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4109818 

Prior Cost< 2012/13: 
Future Cost> 2016117: 
Total ProJeCt Cost : 
ProJect Oescrrption 

0 

0 

' --._."~ 

18 734 393 

Gulf Coast Parkway 

Work Summary· 

Lead Agency: 

Fund 
Phase Source 

PE HPP 
ROlli/ HPP 
ENV HPP 
CEI HPP 

CST TIMP 
CST HPP 

Total 

NEW ROAD 
CONSTRUCTION 

Managed by FOOT 

2012113 2013114 

0 2 020000 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

0 0 
0 0 

0 2 020,000 

Non-SIS 

From: CR 2315 Star Avenue 

To: SR 30A (US 98) 

Length 144MI 

LRTP #: 43 2035 Needs 
AIM$Smenl Rpt p H-3 

2014115 2016116 2016117 

0 0 0 
804.528 1.560.000 0 

I 023,583 0 0 
0 1,994 ,409 0 
0 2,852.386 0 
0 6.479,487 0 

1828,111 14.886.282 0 

New road COO$\ructron from the mterucllon of Star Avenue to SR 30A (US 98). Federal ear mark 
... Amondmont on Soptembcr 28. 2013 TPO J'gonda lor ~pproval 

Total 

2,020,000 

2.364.528 
1,023,583 
1,994,409 

2,852,386 
8,479 ,487 

18,734.393 

Sect10r1 2· Capec.!y Page 10 
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Bay TPO Tr•n:sporteiiOn lmproV«nent Program· FY 2013114 • 2017116 

4109618 

Prior Cost < 2013/14: 

Future Cost> 2017118: 

Total P roJect Cost : 

'I -.., .... 

0 

0 
18.734.393 

Gulf Coast Parkway 

Wort< Summary· 

Lead Agency: 

Fund 
Phase Source 

PE HPP 

ROW HPP 

ENV HPP 
CEI HPP 
CST TIMP 
CST HP? 

Tolal 

Non-SIS 

NEW ROAD From: CR 2315 Star Avenue 
CONSTRUCTION 

To: SR 30A (US 98) 

Managed by FOOT Length: 1,44MI 

LRTP I • 3 2035 Needs 
Anessment Rpt p lt-3 

2013/14 2014115 2015116 2016/17 2017118 

2,020,000 0 0 0 0 
0 804,528 I 560000 0 0 
0 1 023.583 0 0 0 
0 0 1 994 409 0 0 
0 0 2 852.386 0 0 
0 0 8 479,487 0 0 

2.020,000 1,828.111 14.886.282 0 0 

Project Description: New road con$1rueticln from 1114 intersecbon of Sta r Avenu~ to SR 30A (US 981 Federal Ear Mark 
···Amendment on September 28. 2013 TPO AjJonro for aoproval 

Trensporta/Jon Improvement Program (Amended Septemt..r 25 201'3) 

... 
Total 

t" --I ....., 
2.020.000 ::a 
2.~64 .628 ;p 
1.023,583 IJQ 

1.994,409 
~ 

~ 

2,852,386 (I) 

> 8.479.487 
8 
"' = 18.734,393 Q. 

"' Q. 
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APPENDIX P 

Navigation Information 

Summary of Vessel Usage Surveys 

Marina Information 

Boat Information from Field 

Summary of Agency Interviews 

 

Photographs of Existing Bridges 

US 98/DuPont Bridge 

CR 386/Overstreet Bridge 

Pleasant Rest Road/Wetappo Creek Bridge 

 

Photographs of Wetappo Creek 

 

Photographs of Vessels Utilizing Wetappo Creek 
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%of Boats 

%of Boats 
%of Boats Number of That Travel Marina Contact Information Town 

Boats Moored 
Type of Boats Legnths Heights That Travel That Travel 

the ICWW 
Wetappo 

into the Gulf 
Creek 

Watson Bayou Marina (850)-215-7684 Panama City Beach 50 Sailboats 24-40 ft. Up to 50ft 5% 1% 94% 
Panama City Marina (850)-872-7272 Panama City 300 All Types 24-60 ft. Up to 60ft 25% 0% 75% ----
Bayou Joe's Marina (850)-763-6442 Panama City Up to 
Pier 98 Marina (850)-87 4-8723 Panama City 15 All types 25-40 ft. Up to 50ft 15% 1% 84% 
Bay County Boat~ (850)-215-9283 Panama City 25 All Types 25-65 ft. Up to 60ft 30% 0% 70% 
Smugglers Cove Marina (850)-215-4078 Panama City 19 Sailboats 20-47 ft. Up to 55ft 3% 0% 97% 
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Bridge Time Boat Type Boat legnth Boat Height 
Boat Headed in 

Time of Survey Date 
Direction of 

Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 10:18 AM Cruiser 40ft 15ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 10:20 AM Bow Rider 18ft 5ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 10:25 AM Bay Boat 22ft 5ft Saint Andrews Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 10:42 AM Flats Boat 20ft 4ft Saint Andrews Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 10:45 AM Trawler 45ft 20ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 11:04 AM Cruiser 45ft 12ft Saint Andrews Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 11:38 AM Sport Cruiser 26ft 10ft Saint Andrews Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 11:39 AM Sail Boat 35ft 40ft Saint Andrews Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 11:40 AM Transport Boat 55ft 15ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 11:47 AM Center Console 22ft 12ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 12:04PM Aluminium Boat 14ft 3ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/ 2013 12:05 PM Center Console 24ft 12ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 12:06 PM Pontoon 22ft 10ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 12:16PM Aluminium Boat 16ft 6ft Saint Andrews Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 12:43 PM House Boat 26ft 15ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 1:19PM Aluminium Boat 14ft 3ft Saint Andrews Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/ 2013 1:19PM Pontoon 22ft 10ft Saint Andrews Bay 10:00-2:00 
Dupont Bridge 7/17/2013 1:23PM Sport Cruiser 26ft 10ft East Bay 10:00-2:00 

Ovetstreet Bridge 7/18/ 2013 11:16 AM Center Console 22ft 10ft West 11:05-2:45 
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US 98/DuPont Bridge 

 

TO BE PROVIDED
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CR 386/Overstreet Bridge 
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Pleasant Rest Road/Wetappo Creek Bridge 

 



P-8 
 

Photographs of Wetappo Creek
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Photographs of Vessels on Wetappo Creek
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APPENDIX Q 

Joint Application for Environmental 
Resources Permit – Section A 
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!Form #62-346.900(1) 
tForm Title: Joint Application for Envirorunental 

Resource Permit I Authorization to Use 
State-Owned Submerged Lands I Federal 
Dredge & Fill Permit in Northwest Florida. 

!Effective Date: November 1, 2010 
[Minor corrections incorporated January 16,2011 
!Incorporated by reference in 62-346.070(2)(a), F.A.C. 

JOINT APPLICATION FOR 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE 
PERMIT I 

AUTHORIZATION TO USE STATE­
OWNED SUBMERGED LANDS/ 

FEDERAL DREDGE AND FILL PERMIT 

IN NORTHWEST FLORIDA 

Note: Do NOT use this form for Notice of Intent to Use a Noticed General Permit! 

Applications to the Northwest Florida Water Management District may be 
completed online. 

The Department only accepts paper applications at this time. 

Effective November 1, 2010 

US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

November 1, 2010 
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US Army Corps 
of Engineers~ 

INTRODUCTION 
FORMS AND ATTACHMENTS 

This fonn must be used to apply for an individual penn it to construct, alter, operate, maintain or repair (excluding routine, custodial 
maintenance), abandon, or remove a surface water management system under Section 373.4145(1), F.S., and Chapter 62-346, F.A.C., within the 
geographic limits of the Northwest Florida Water Management District ("NWFWMD"). Activities that require an individual penn it are described 
in Rule 62-346.050, F.A.C., and section 3 of Applicant's Handbook Volume I . These activities also are summarized in Attachment 3 of this 
fonn. 

PROCESSING AGENCY 
Responsibilities for reviewing and taking agency action on surface water management applications under Section 373.4145(1 ), F.S., and Chapter 
62-346, F .A.C., have been divided between the Department of Environmental Protection ("Department") and the NWFWMD in accordance with 
the Operating Agreement adopted by reference in Rule 62-346.091, F A C. A copy of the Operating Agreement is in Appendix I of Applicant's 
Handbook I, and also is available at the offices of the Department's Northwest District and the NWFWMD, and on the Internet sites of the 
Department and NWFWMD at: http://www.dep.state.fl.us/water/wetlands/erp/rules/guide.htrn, and 
http://www.nwfwmd.state.fl .us/pennits/permit-ERP.htrnL The division of responsibilities is summarized in Attachment I . 

SUBMITTAL AND FEES 
All inforn1ation requested in Sections A through F, as applicable, of this fonn should be completed together with location map(s) of sufficient 
detail to allow someone who is unfamiliar with the site to travel to and locate the specific site of the activity; construction plans, drawings, and 
other supporting documents that depict and describe the proposed activities; and the fee required by Rule 62-346.071 , F.A.C. (see Attachment 4 
for a summary of the fee schedule). This infonnation should be subm itted as follows . Applications to the Department must contain one original of the application with original signatures on Section A, one paper copy of all the 

above; and one electronic copy of all the above. Submit the application to the Department office shown in Figure l A. . ALL applications to the NWFWMD can be submitted through the District' s web site at: http://www.nwfwmd.state.fl.us/permits/pennits-
ERP.htrnL If the applicant does not utilize the electronic application, pap er copies shall be submitted by mail or other de livery service to the 
appropriate office of the NWFWMD shown in Figure I B. If a paper application is submitted, it must include all requirements for submittal 
of a paper copy as are used by the Department. 

**BE ADVISED** . If activities involve dredging and filling in wetlands or other surface waters, one or all of the following may also be required in addition 
to any pennit required: authorization to use state-owned submerged lands; and other applicable pennits or authorization from the US. Army 
Corps of Engineers and local governments. . Authorization from the Department for the proposed project does not preclude the need to obtain all other required authorizations and 
permits required by other state, local, and federal agencies . . Applicants are advised that documents and drawings submitted by persons other than the owner for purposes other than the private use of the 
owner are subject to the signing and sealing requirements of a registered professionaL 

EXEMPTIONS AND NOTICED GENERAL PERMITS . Activities that qualify for an EXEMPTION from pennitting are listed in Rule 62-346.051, FA C., with additional infonnation on exempt 
activities provided in section 3.4 of the Applicant's Handbook Volume I, and Attachment 3 of this Form. An application to the 
Department or the mvFWMD is NOT required to conduct an exempt activity. However, if you desire verification whether the work 
qualifies for an exemption, send the request as follows : 
0 If the proposed activity: . Is the responsibility of the Department, DO NOT USE TillS FORM. Instead, send a completed Form 62-346.900(1 1) -

"Exemption Verification Request," to the applicable Department office shown in Figure !A. Alternatively, you may send a letter 
with the infonnation below to that office. Requests to "self certify" a private, single-family dock must be submitted to the 
Department' s Internet site at: htto://appprod.dep.state.fl.us/eropa/ or . Is the responsibility of the NWFWMD, complete this application electronically through the District's Internet site at: 
http://www .nwfwmd. state . fl . us/oennits/penn its-ERP .html. 

0 All exemption verification requests must contain a location map of sufficient detail to allow someone who is unfamiliar with the site 
to travel to and locate the specific site of the activity; two sets of construction plans, drawings, and other supporting documents that 
clearly and legibly depict and describe the proposed a ctivities in 11 detail to demonstrate compliance with the terms, conditions, and 
limitations of the exemption; the fee required by Rule 62-346.071 , FAC (see Attachment 4); pennission from the landowner for staff 
to enter and inspect the property site subject to the exemption; and identification (by number and name, if known) to the rule or statutory 
exemption sought. . Activities that qualify for a NOTICED GENERAL PERMIT under Chapter 62-341 , FAG, must be noticed to the Department or 

NWFWMD before initiating work. DO NOT USE this application form to submit the notice. Instead, use the Notice oflntent to Use an 
Environmental Resource Noticed General Permit in Northwest Florida, Fonn 62-346.900(2), adopted by reference in Rule 62-346.070(2), 
F.A.C, and submit to the Department or NWFWMD per the "Processing Agency" and "Submittal and Fees "procedures above. 

Form #62-346.900(1) - Joint Application for ERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida, Introduction, Page 1 of 1 
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US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
APPLICATION FORM FOR 

ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE PERMIT/AUTHORIZATION TO USE STATE-OWNED SUBMERGED 
LANDS/FEDERAL DREDGE & FILL PERMIT IN NORTHWEST FLORIDA 

SECTION A 

SECTIONB 

SECTIONC 

SECTIOND 

SECTIONE 

SECTIONF 

ATTACHMENTS 

Figure lA 

Figure lB 

2 

3 

General Information 

Notice of Receipt of Application 

Project Specific Information for Individual Permit Applications Related to an 
Individual Single-family Dwelling Unit that is Not Part of a Plan of Common 
Development Proposed by the Applicant 

Project Specific Information for Individual Permit Applications NOT Related to 
an Individual Single-family Dwelling Unit 

Table I 
Table 2 
Table 3 
Table 4 
Table 5 

Project impact summary 
On-site mitigation summary 
Off-site mitigation summary 
Docking facility summary 
Shoreline stabilization summary 

Information to Establish a Mitigation Banks 

Application for Authorization to Use State-owned Submerged Lands 

DEPARTMENT and NWFWMD Permitting 

Florida Department of Environmental Protection 
Northwest District Geographic Limits and Office 

Northwest Florida Water Management District 

Summary of Exemptions, Permit Types and 

Summary ofU.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permits 

November 1, 2010 
Responsibilities 

November 1, 2010 

Responsibilities 

November 1, 2010 

Geographic 
Limits and Office 
Responsibilities 

November 1, 2010 

Thresholds 

November 1, 2010 

Form #62-346.900(1) - Joint Application for ERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida Table of Contents, Page 1 of 1 
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US Anny Corps 
of Engineers$ 

"What Sections of the Application Must I Fill Out?" 

Section: Noticed 
General Individual Permits 
Permits 

(Use Form 62-
346.900(2) 

Single- Others Mitigation 
Family Banks 

Residences 
Section A Yes Yes Yes 

Section B Yes Yes Yes 

Section C Yes 

Section D Yes Yes 

Section E Yes 

Section F As Needed As Needed As Needed As Needed 

If you are seeking verification that the proposed activity qualifies for an exemption, DO 
NOT use this application- please use Form 62-346.900(11), "Request for Verification of 
an Exemption from the Need for an Environmental Resource Permit under Part IV of 
Chapter 373, F.S., within the Northwest Florida Water Management Dishict," 

incorporated by reference in subsection 62-346.070(2)(c)l., F.A.C., November 1, 2010. 

Form #62-346.900(1) -Joint Application for ERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida, Guide to Application, Page I of I 
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US Army Corps 
of Engineers. '·~ 

~~OTE: The information requested in Sections A through F of this application package is not intended to be a ll-inclusive. 
Additional information may be requested by the reviewing agency in order to complete your application. 

FOR AGENCY USE ONLY 
DEP/WMD Application # 
Date Application Received Fee Required 
Proposed Project Lat. Fee Received $ 
Proposed Project Lono. Fee Receipt # 

SECTION A- GENERAL INFORMATION 

PART 1: GENERAL INFORMATION 

A Type of permit (check one). See Attachment 3 for thresholds and descriptions. 

181 In<lividual - Construction and Operation (see Rule 62-346.050, FA C., and section 3 of Applicant's Handbook Volume I) 

D In<lividual- Conceptual Approval (see Rule 62-346.050, FA C., and section 3 of Applicant's Handbook Volume I) 

NOTE: Do not use this form if you are submittin~ a notice to use a Notice General P ermit under Chapter 62-341, F .A.C. Use Form 
62-346.900(2) (see Rule 62-346.050, FA C., and section 3 of Applicant's Handbook Volume I) 

B . Type of activity for which you are applying (check at least one; if a prior permit #, please circle either "Department" or 
"NWFWMD" as the prior issuing entity for the appropriate activity type, below): 
181 Construction and operation of a new system 
D Operation of an existing system. Please provide existing Department or NWFWMD permit #, if known: 
D Alteration of an existing system. Please provide existing Department or NWFWMD pem1it #, if known: 
D Maintenance or repair of a system previously permitted by Department or the NWFWMD. Please provide existing 

Department or NWFWMD permit #, if known: 

D Abandonment of a system. Please provide existing Department or NWFWMD permit #, if known: 

D Construction of additional phases of a system. Please provide the existing Department or NWFWMD 
permit #, if known: 

D Removal of a system. Please provide existing Department or NWFWMD permit #, if known: 

D Retrofit of a system. Please provide existing Department or NWFWMD permit #, if known: 

D Mo<lification of a permit. Please provide existing Department or NWFWMD permit #, if known: 

D Major - see subsection 62-346.095(5) and paragraph 62-346.1 00(1 )(a), FA C. 

D Minor - see subsection 62-346.100(l)(d), FA C. 

D Extension of permit duration - see subsection 62-346.1 OO(l)(d) and Rule 62-346.110, F.AC. 
D Transfer - see subsection 62-346.100(l )(d) and Rule 62-346.130, FA C. 

D Deadhead Logging. 

c. Does the activity involve any work in wetlands or other surface waters? (see Chapter 62-340, F.A.C.) 
181 Yes 0 No If "yes," please provide, as applicable: 

Total area of dredging, fill ing, construction, alteration, or removal in, on, or over wetlands or other surface waters? 
sq. ft. ; TBD see EIS ac. 

Total volume of material to be dredged: TBD see EIS cubic yards 
Number of new boat slips proposed NA wet slips; (also, if applicable: NA new dry slips in uplands) 
Number of existing boat slips to be altered NA wet slips 

Fonn #62-346.900(1) - Joint Application for ERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida Section A, Page I of 7 
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US Army Corps 
of Engineers. '·~ 

PART 2: APPLICANT AND ASSOCIATED PARTIES INFORMATION 

A. APPLICANT (ENTITY TO RECEIVE PERMIT) 

Name: Joy Giddens 

Title and Company: Florida Department of Transportation, District 3 

Address: 1074 Highway 90 

City, State, Zip: Chipley, FL 32428 

Home Telephone: I Woik Telephone: 850-330-1505 

Cell Phone: I Fax: 

E-mail Address: Joy.Giddens@dot.state.fl.us 

B. CO-APPLICANT 

Name: 

Title and Company: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Home Telephone: I Work Telephone: 

Cell Phone: I Fax: 

E-mail Address: 

c. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE ENTITY 

Name: 

Title and Company: Florida Department of Transportation, District 3 

Address: 1074 Highway 90 

City, State, Zip: Chipley, FL 32428 

Home Telephone: I Woik Telephone: 

Cell Phone: I Fax: 

E-mail Address: 

D. LAND OWNER(S) 0 CHECK HERE IF LAND OWNER IS ALSO A CO-APPLICANT 

Name: TBD 

Title and Company: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Home Telephone: I Work Telephone: 

Cell Phone: I Fax: 

E-mail Address: 

E. CONSULTANT (IF DIFFERENT FROM AGENT) 

Name: 

Title and Company: Atkins 

Address: 2639 North Monroe Street 

City, State, Zip: Tallahassee, FL 32303 

Home Telephone: I Wmk Telephone: 

Cell Phone: I Fax: 

E-mail Address: 

F. AGENT AUTHORIZED TO SECURE PERMIT 

Fonn #62-346.900(1) - Joint Application forERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida Section A, Page 2 of7 
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Name: 

Title and Company: 

Address: 

City, State, Zip: 

Home Telephone: 

Cell Phone: 

E-mail Address: 

PART 3: PROJECT SPECIFIC INFORMATION 

US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

I Work Telephone: 

I Fax: 

A. Name of project, including phase if applicable: GulfCoastParkwav 

B. Is this application for part of a multi-phase project? 181 Yes 0 No 
Note: If you answered "ves" to question B pleaseprovidepermit numbers for other authorized phases below: 

Agency Date No.\Application Type 

NA 

c. Total area owned or controlled by the applicant contiguous to the project: NA ac. 

D. Project area or phase: NA ac. 

E. Impervious area excluding wetlands and other surface waters: NA ac. 

F. Volume of water the system is capable of impounding: NA ac. ft 

PART 4: PROJECT LOCATION 

Street Address Road or other location___JNote: If utilities or road or ditch maintenance projects, provide a starting and ending point 
using street names and nearest house numbers or provide length of project in miles along named streets or highways.] 
City, Zip Code, if applicable: Multiple- See attached Location Map. Figure 1 

Tax Parcel Identification Number TBD [If project is on one parcel of land. Number may be obtained from property tax bill or from the 
county property appraiser's office; if on multiple parcels, provide multiple Tax Parcel Identification Numbers] 
County(ies) Bay, Gulf and Calhoun ___ ___ Section __ Township ___ Range Multiple - TBD 

Latitude (DDD.dddd) __ . ___ Longitude (DDD.dddd) __ . __ _ 

Explain source for obtaining latitude and longitude: __ (i.e. U.S.G.S. Quadrangle Map) 

Horizontal Datum (NAD 1927 or 1983) (Taken from Central Location) 

PART 5: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Note: In this section, please describe in general terms the project and activity. Use additional pages if necessary. 

General explanation of work: The Gulf Coast Parkway is a proposed new four-lane divided, controlled-access, arterial highway. The 
proposed facility would provide an urban typical section with bicycle lane and sidewalks in urban areas and a rural typical section 
with a multi-use trail on one side of the highway. The proposed new road would also provide a new high-level bridge at one of two 
potential locations across the Gulf Intracoastal 'Vatenvay to connect US 98 in Gulf County, Florida with US 231 and US 98 (Tyndall 
Parkway) in Bay County, Florida. 

The roadway will be located on both new and existing road alignments. The roadways interim construction would be a two-lane 
undivided roadway, however; the right-of-way widths will allow for expansion of the road to a four-lane, divided roadway, for the 
design year traffic demands. The project is approximately 30 to 36 miles in length, depending on the alternative. 

Fonn #62-346.900(1) -Joint Application forERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida Section A, Page 3 of7 
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US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

The need for the project originated from the depressed economic conditions in Gulf County. As the concept of improving the 
transportation network as an economic stimulus for the County was investigated, it became apparent that additional needs could be 
addressed by the proposed facility. These needs included: relief of congestion on existing roads within the network; improving the 
security of Tyndal AFB; and enhancing hurricane evacuation for those in the coastal areas of Gulf County and southeastern bay 
County. See EIS for further details. 

Treatment type proposed: 
It is anticipated that all stormwater ponds will be wet detention due to high groundwater table in the area. 

Current site conditions and land uses: 
The majority of the project area where alternative alignments have been proposed is undeveloped or in agricultural use. Developed 
areas are almost entirely confined to the southern, western and northern boundaries of the study area (see Existing Land Use Map, 
Figure 2 attached). 

Proposed Land Use: 
The proposed land use will be a high speed multilane highway. 

Description of sediment and erosion Best Management Practices (BMPs) to be used: 
FOOT's Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction will be utilized along with any other appropriate BMP's. 

Names and classifications of all receiving waters (if available): 
Due to the size and linear nature of the proposed project there are numerous potential receiving waters. Final design and alternative 
alignment selected will determine potential receiving waters. Potential receiving waters within the project area are generally Class 
III waters with the following exceptions: 
Bayou George (Class I) 
Bear Creek (Class I) 
Deer Point Lake (Class I) 
East Bay (Class II) 
North Bay (Class II) 
Baker Bayou (Class II -East Bay tributary) 
Lathrop Bayou (Class II- East Bay tributary) 
Walker Bayou (Class II- East Bay tributary) 
St. Andrews Bay (Class II-Aquatic Preserve)) 
St. Joseph Bay (Class II -Aquatic Preserve) 

Depending on the preferred alternative alignment selected, the following named waterbodies will potentially be crossed by the 
project (see Named Streams, Figure 3 attached). 
Named Waterbodies and Stream Crossing (Alternative Alignment that may be crossed): 
Bayou George Creek and tributaries (Alternative 14) 
South Fork Bear Creek tributaries (Alternative 15) 
Bear Swamp Alternative (Alternatives 8, 14, 15, 17 and 19) 
Beefwood Branch (Alternatives 14 and 19) 
Big Branch (Alternatives 14 and 19) 
Callaway Creek and tributaries (Alternatives 8, 14, 15, 17 and 19) 
Cooks Bayou and tributaries (Alternatives 8, 14, 15, 17 and 19) 
Cushion Creek (Alternatives 8, 14, 15, 17 and 19) 
Cypress Creek (Alternatives 8, 14, 15, 17 and 19) 
East Bay (Alternatives 17 and 19) 
Gude Branch (Alternatives 8, 14 and 15) 
Horesford Branch (Alternative 15) 
Horseshoe Creek and tributaries (Alternatives 8, 14 and 15) 
Island Branch (Alternatives 14 and 19) 

Fonn #62-346.900(1) -Joint Application forERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida Section A, Page 4 of 7 
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Joe Lamb Branch (Alternatives 8, 14 and 15) 

US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

Little Sandy Creek a nd tributar ies (Alternatives 8, 14 a nd 15) 
Olivers C reek (Alternatives 8, 14 and 15) 
Panther Swamp (Alternatives 8, 14, 15, 17 and 19) 
Sandy Creek a nd tributaries (Alternatives 8, 14 and 15) 
South Fork Bea r Creek and tributaries (Alternative 15) 
Wetappo C reek (Alternatives 8, 14 and 15) 

PART6: SITE PER MIT HISTORY 

A. If there have been any pre-application meetings, including on-site meetings, with regulatory staff, please list the date(s), location(s), 
and names of key staff and proiect representatives as well a brief summary of any meetings: NA 

Name Agency Date Location Summary 

B. Please identify by number any MSSW/Wetland Resource/62-25 FACJUSACE permits pending, issued or denied for projects at 
the location, and any related enforcement actions: NA 

Agency Date No.\Application Type Action Taken 

NA 

c Please attach a copy of each permit issued for this project or explain why copies are not available. 
NA 

Fonn #62-346.900(1) - Joint Application forERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida Section A, Page 5 of7 
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PART 7: APPLICANT AUTHORIZATIONS 

US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

A. By signing this application form, I am applying, or I am applying on behalf of the applicant, for authorization to conduct the activity 
identified above, according to the supporting data and other incidental information fLied with this application. I am familiar with the 
information contained in this application and represent that such information is true, complete and accurate. I understand this is an 
application and not a permit, and that work prior to approval is a violation. I understand that this application and any permit issued 
pursuant thereto, does not relieve me of any obligation for obtaining any other required federal, state, water management district or local 
permit prior to commencement of construction. I agree, or I agree on behalf of the applicant, to operate and maintain the permitted 
system unless the permitting agency authorizes transfer of the permit to a different operation and maintenance entity. I understand that 
knowingly making any false statement or representation in this application is a violation of Section 373.430, F. S. and 18 U.S. C. Section 
1001. 

Joy Giddens 
Typed/Printed Name of Applicant or Agent 
(If one is so authorized below) 

Signature of Applicant/ Agent 

Permit Coordinator, FDOT, District 3 

(Corporate Title if applicable) 

Type/Printed Name of Co-Applicant 

Date Signature of Co-Applicant 

(Corporate Title if applicable) 

AN AGENT MAY SIGN ABOVE ONLY IF THE APPLICANT COMPLETES THE FOLLOWING: 

Date 

B. I hereby designate and authorize the agent listed above to act on my behalf, or on behalf of my corporation, as the agent in the 
processing of this application for the permit indicated above; and to furnish, on request, supplemental information in support of the 
application. In addition, I authorize the above-listed agent to bind me, or my corporation, to perfom1 any requirements which may be 
necessary to procure the permit or authorization indicated above. I understand that knowingly making any false statement or 
representation in this application is a violation of Section 373.430, F.S and 18 U.S. C. Section 1001 

Typed/Printed Name of Applicant Signature of Applicant Date 

(Corporate Title if applicable) 

Please note: The applicant's original signature (not a copy) is required above. 

PERSON WITH AUTHORITY TO AUTHORIZE ACCESS TO THE PROPERTY MUST ALSO COMPLETE THE 
FOLLOWING: 

C. I certify that I [check one of the following] 
0 Possess sufficient real property interest in or control over the land upon which the activities described in this application are proposed. 

Note: 
Interest in real property is typically evidenced by an ins!runlent such as: a warranty deed; lease (subject to the limitations below); 
easement; judgment of the court; certificate of title issued by a clerk of the court; OR condominium, homeowners, or similar 
association documents, which demonstrate that the person or entity has sufficient interest in or control over the property to authorize 
the proposed activities to be permitted. An entity' s contract for sale and purchase shall not be considered to have sufficient real 
property interest or control over the land that is subject to the application, but such entity shall be allowed to submit an application 
under this chapter (see next check box). Entities with the power of eminent domain and condemnation authority are considered 
capable of demonstrating that they will have sufficient real property interest or control prior to construction. Note-the above 
documents do NOT have to be submitted at this time, but must be made available if requested by the Department. Persons 
requesting activities on state-owned submerged land must also submit satisfactory evidence of sufficient upland interest in 
accordance with paragraph 18-21004(3)(b), F.AC. (April14, 2008). 

When the real property interest is a lease, the application must either: 

Fonn #62-346.900(1) - Joint Application forERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida Section A, Page 6 of7 
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US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

a. Include the fee simple owner as a co-applicant; 
b. Provide documentation that a governmental entity agrees to accept the transfer of the permit, including completing 

construction in accordance with the permit if needed, and to operate and maintain the system upon its completion~ 
c. Provide documentation that the lease over the land and system extends for the expected life of the system; or 
d. Provide documentation that the operation and maintenance of the system is will be turned over to a new lessee or the 

landowner upon revocation, termination, or expiration of the lease. 
e. If the lease does not specifically designate an entity to complete construction of the system in accordance with the permit 

in the event the construction is not so completed by the lessee, or does not specify operation and maintenance 
requirements for the system, including designation of a specific operation and maintenance entity, a separate binding 
document also will be required establishing that the landowner is liable for completing construction or alteration of the 
system and for operating and maintaining the system in accordance with the permit 

181 Do NOT have sufficient real property interest, as described above (including such things as a contract for sale and purchase or an option 
agreement) in the land upon which the activities described in this application are proposed. Attached is: 

I. A certification from the owner, lessee, or easement holder of such lands, acknowledging that they have knowledge of this 
application and voluntarily grant the permission, below, for staff of the Department of Environmental Protection, the Northwest 
Florida Water Management District, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to access and conduct necessary site visits for the 
review, inspection, and sampling of the lands and waters on the property that are the subject of the application and, as a condition of 
any permit issued, that they agree to provide entry to such lands for staff to monitor and inspect permitted work; and 

2. Documentation from the fee simple owner, easement holder, governmental entity, or other entity as provided for in section 12.3 of 
Applicant's Handbook Volume I, that they are liable for accepting responsibility for operation and maintenance of the system after 
completion of construction, and for and performing other terms and conditions as required by the permit. 

Note: Neither 1. nor 2., directly above, must be submitted when the applicant is an entity with the power of eminent domain 
and condemnation authority, but such entity shall make appropriate arrangements to enable the above staff to access and 
inspect the property as needed to access and conduct necessary site visits for the review, inspection, and sampling of the 
lands and waters on the property that are the subject of the application. Such entity also agrees, as a condition of any 
permit issued, to provide entry to these lands for the above staff to monitor and inspect permitted work. 

Joy Giddens 
Typed/Printed Name of Applicant Signature of Applicant Date 

Permit Coordinator FOOT District 3 
(Corporate Title if applicable) 
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US Army Corps 
of Engineers. 

AUTHORIZATION BY OWNER, LESSEE, OR EASEMENT TITLE HOLDER TO ENTER AND INSPECT PROPERTY 

I, as owner or easement holder of the land that is the subject of the application submitted by -----:c:--::-:-----:-:----,------
Name of Applicant 

hereby acknowledge that I am aware of the application for an enviromuental resource permit/federal dredge and fill permit being submitted 
by the above named applicant, and authorize staff from the Department, NWFWMD, and US. Army Corps of Engineers, to access and 
conduct any site visit on the property necessary for the review, inspection, and sampling of the lands and waters that are the subject of the this 
application. Further, I agree, as a condition of any permit issued, to provide entry to such lands for such staff to monitor and inspect 
permitted work. 

Typed/Printed Name of Authorizing Entity Signature of Authorizing Entity Date 

(Corporate Title if applicable) 

(I may be contacted at _____________________ to arrange access and inspection of the property) 

Fonn #62-346.900(1) - Joint Application forERP/SSL Authorization/Federal D&F Permit in Northwest Florida Section A, Page 8 of7 
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Figure 1: Project Location 
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Figure 2: Existing Land Use 
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Figure 3: Named Streams 
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"' m~ 

CIA'f ,Jtf:EIItt.EJIOY&a&oDIER ~EiiW'I'l2 P~CIH " ~.,..., 

CIJO.V , IM:~B n:ISEHIGH'o\III.Y:n P~CIT¥ " ~.,..., 

~~~~~~=~T~g 193•U~YA\ENIJE ~=i~ :t ~: 
ClEiolroiONS . ..BIIl 

~::~~\IIDl&AIIG.IoJLJ 
P~CITV R D~6l'il 

CLEI.4ro!ONS6:l ))tlCOUNTAYCUJIIOAM lYNNH~ " ~·· CLOlO. LARIIY&DE80RJOt1 H 3l8li-N(I'7T -- R D•< 
~~~~~~ex:.-=-~ a~~i:~~:·~H~ 

PNIAWoCIT'f!lfJO£:H R ·~' P~CITV ~ ·~' COLUNS.-E'LOUlSf: tfAI. P~CITV l.l..Ot1tl1 
COI..O"'lol.I.R~fSTATt fN.II•C 200CINTfASTATf P~KDA1'11!; MONIGOMBIY ~ .,~ 

CONSYUMH.NlTHVR- TRUSTff )JUSW.O~J:'>jlnllltPd l o .. , ~ l511l7~ 
COOt<,!iE"'AM><HlOI..OR\.O.J PQ80X60'10 P,.,..._Cill " ~"" COOK,Gt.ORI.'Io"'El \4N $511 >'IHlTFIQD RO P~CITY " D"" 
COOI(,PAIRt:IAHl ~=~e:..::;;~ ~c~; ;t 12~m ~:~=~~~Bni:SllC 1;118EC~o;RCHRIJ"'DSlf UO PNIAWACITY~H R ·~ COOPER.!il!E )J'5 RlOGfCRES'TDA fltO~lE ~ l 1ml9l9 
CA...,GJIOYE.-.NO-.M.INO ]718E191H CT P~CITY " :ll«l!i-7D2 
CREB. ..... JON& C~£H,GReGOfll'S ~73• E.<rS1' A"f: P,.,..Mt-'CITY R ... 
CRBGHtON I<EI\I'ETI1V & KAREN C ~::..~~~YR1i"UMIMJM 25:18NEASTNW :=~:~~ ~ :ll«l!i-6m 
Cl>twS.JIWES H JI'! 

·~ CAtwS,JIWES H JI'I 11USGAl'A~ I",.,..,.,..... CITY R .ll«<!!-310.1 
c~>~. RI!tffD"s 71i50stWKM'MVORM P--CITY " D~UlO 
CVWP,C,O.S.O.Iol,.l£ PQBO~ 1)2:11 '-"EllCOiiE".CI< " l2•10.J<'!I1 
CUNNMGMM.CIINI\.ESP &OOM<A 4717NSTARA\o£ P~CITV " :ll.t01.$:;'9J 
CUTC>fHS.EIL.EEN l13N~t:Loi•VE .,.............,.CITY 

~ 12!~ ~=-s:~·~~=tRoeEA1 U)NCOIETAVF. 
==;~ CJOROBERTDNOSBY R l,l.e; . .ca:Jj 

g:=-"~~';M&&:~s 2'911~11-ECT PH-<-CITY R 32..0t.o500'J 
PD80Xl<ln P~CitY R .ll..OHJ•n 

OEC~P..,TAICI<R&Cto!OHGNA 7$3'2~8-'o.YOR P,.,.._CITY R :ll«<!!-'241~ 

Olillf'SU,CHESI.f:YA&Go\YLE r5§SSI-W:l(M'8AY0R P~ClTV " :ll«<!!-~t10 

Of\'Efl Of'o1:1.0PI>EHT COMPNfV 1813THOIMSDRNf PNIM!ACilYet;r.CH R 11,17 
O•c.<!:MSWIJ.Jilf<IOJR& riV<HC!.SC OICI'l:NS TAUSlEES 2106....00011Ef!f i)RM: P....-CitY R ... 
O,f lUPI'O.A01!61T I &DfN,t,~ nJJ(C(Il(oPlV! _,,. 

"' "'~ OIOCESI!OFPfNSJr(:Ql..l. l."'..~stf CIO OE:ACC*.IOI'III"'ORG.o&H '""'''""' " "'"' 01$Min, WL.LJ,t..M 81RD »!T81JRLI.Nit:AD 00"'"'-$0tNII.lE ';t J98fS. ~ 
OOOGE,V.Mlt:NCEJR 4tl!STI1~ lolfll(;QIIE.a..cH :;:~ OO!<NAN,i!fW,HJ fl"'l P080111S9'i &a:~!OGE " OYI<ES,OOUGVSIII.(;AA\,Jll( $~1-EII:lTAG~ I'>OOOSLH<f P..,._CitV R ~~ OY~S. ROONI'V POfl(lll&l LYN'MI«Vf:tt R 
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tKc.<ru..AWI<YPOJITrOLIOLP '!loC~I'I"WWWICYfNC STOI!e-"CCOIMTINCiOEPT """"="' . ""'" EASTS()f(t!AISTI...,.C"'-.IICII 500if~Y2Z P,.,..,.,.,....CITV R 324QI.fln 6 
fl,llfll"'llCO.O.STIIVVI'OCO,INC CJ075$l""V.oARE~S1'£2S """VAPR£ " ""' EII'V>IN,LAIOCEE ~=v~~lllfll ~~~ ! n-%~115 fVNIS,M..U...U T 
fAT JS,INC ~PIJlii.EiriAST IIill~ -- . ~ .. 
fAINIOO,.r.l.REUO 716~SW;!6S'T ~- ... lll '>'! 
fELTWM.J.o'MES JIMfRTMolloiiiCNES PN<N.IACITV " 32ol0t-1221 
fELTl,G(Of;rGfiH HQIE3110Cf PNUM.O.tlfV " 32'01-3l'B 
fEN MJAE,li.C ll'IJPAESEII\oE ... 111LW P-'N:=~~M R , .. 
='s'r~~t:~"~~Y MlliiWOODAvf ... l;l'01·1EI 

69JOtt11GtfYNO.fZ1 P,....,.,...,Cill " l<oiOt.J:Jll 
fl.,O,G....ST~SMISSIOMCO _..TTN~lftM DEPT P080.'(196/' IIOUS'TON " m• 
nA~CORf' TMOIFIPQ"131 POOC*1~2 S--toiN'TP£TERS81JIIG " "'" fV.W..,IItiC91T TIIC»Uo.S mJ"""-")INftl P~CITV " 32'01..$009 
flOfl(lot.CQRR£(:TION-IolJH.IoNC£ (Qf!PQA,i.TIQH qJQf~W,o.1 PEPPEJIIILD '""""""' " W11-1UJ 
fLOVD,LWEPfi>J.ClY UlllrT!:OPNITHa!SHIP 101CII~V $TAPI1tll P~Cill ... "'" fOIIM.t,liONPORTf OUOILLC ta:t'i POYMIS PVr<:t: ~ETTA ~ ""''"" fOUNDATION IIWUGEI4':NT ). I.C , 1Mi59CflATIO"'DRSIJI'IE~ ~~"" . ... 
f~CI$,80f8YWSR&B£11'YJ ~tCAWI.UDANE '"""' ~ :W't\1-.J.lB 
fAYWA~ "OPER"TifS,LLC •Jl8AVStiOAEDA PNIAIIIACil~BE-<CH ... , ...... 
GAUS. SUW.,o. UJ II ...,_LAATONIIO P,.,.._CITY " """ G,....L!JIIo"o•M LLC 1 013~l...,.,...S'T "'-""• ... """ GJroU.fii!AATC~WAT, L.LC '29SOVfM lfNO,OU,P~~y "'""""' " ""' GMWl,I!OOEPJ&LfliCIA :~:~~,.DA L~~ R ~;~ GNICIA,RI.IOV ~ 

GARI'IEIT,liiA\M:& GNIAEH ~ICiolJEL P-C lTV " """ GECM>IT-"'.ft:IAACwst'fiNCQRP tl71EHAA'IfOIIOOA&l~ :00 SGOTTSCW.E '" ""' GEIIV~S-'-'CH.OE:lC I.VMJUEN DISII•AlHDA PNII-Cifl " J:2ol0t-l2'l5 
GllU:SPIE,P!O.AE ZI5NWPU'"""' :::r: ... 

12=-~~~ OODEII'T.~SIOA I:WHIOii'>lit..V7297 ~ GOD~R'T.VVVO!oM:: ;'~~~~~22») :12ol0t·161l 
GOINS.ERICLL.lMNOO.U P,.,...,.,.....CITV ... 
GONU!LZ EDMN I. PRESCilA MIOI-1NY22 P,.,..,.,.,....CITY " :lloiOt.l.DI 
Gooowr-. AICII.'oP'DCJII POBO~ 3131 P~CIH " 32.01.0131 
GO'YINS,fiV<N14.JNEUGEr<E 1911W1Y99!1 ""'"'"" ... ,,., 
GPMIDI.AI<lU.C ~!~~=~81.\0 p~~TV \'i' ~!o~ Gr:wll ,JW NC 

~=~(t'~E~~ I L MAR1 ANN """""M MEXICO !!EACH " "'" ~1lEt11GI-fWII,Y2'2 P,.,...,.,.....CIH " """~ GAIFfiNTI~N'I'ICSIGNS, INC ...,_n P~CITY R ~ ... 
GAIFfiH, JioiHI"SHAlll. A ""'nlifWGAIFFitl P~CITl R .... 
GAIIIES.I<UGHT POBO~ tim!> P...-.-CITV ~ l2.a.-1D5 
GIADRY.~t'G-ORYTI.GWEND }IHPOICI.t:!!EACI'IPI.AC~ PANAMACITT!IU.CH ... 
GU.rCOJoSTPUTCOMI"ROt.NC JWO~t~IIST PMINrUICITV " GIA.fPO-...e:RCO I fNEPG~Pl...loC::t: -"""'" ... L'5.1HlWI 
+l......S,O"'~DE )lQ9fRANKfoPO A-..E: P,.,..._CITV " """ ll...._l,OOOGI.A'!C 7559Stio~D~SO.YOII P~CIH " 32401-1(11 
1<-"U,W'fltEll :6~~:~~~s ~~=:MilO r:=~~ ;t ll~-~ IV•I--\-BlSOfi,I(JMCL 
HARMON SAWJB.lUI.ItSii!N:tAG POeoiCH•n ~ICOI!IEACH ... ... 
MAATI.tiAIITENTBIPRISES IIoC ·1~ NTYNOAL.LWN'f P......-CITY ... l:lol0t-&1lll 
II"'TCH.AYANL,i.YNE .tCIH_...SIESl"'OA ~I(QBE,It(H " D•$ 
l<,li,,NI<Ioi(I-'AARISJ 

::;~; 
P~CITV R """ tol,i.\'\JCEK,QtfiiST~ L :z=g:~~ ~ """ IIAfot:l , KYL.!'J """ IIAYNES.ROeollAI.SUWII Sill' ~RPIH ef!OI'.tl PONl P""""""'CITV ... ""' Hf.lrrOLH>IO.&\YCCIU>!lY,U.C t nWEIACKIIUCHPOAO PANNAACITY I!UICH " :ll•ll 

ll&O,JAAE& 2'611NE.t.Sl.-IIJE P~CIH " 32-105-1005 
llU.O,WUJ.'oMM&fAVff POllOI( 1•167 PNIAMA(ITTBE-IoCM 

~ 32•13-•'167 

~~~G~[::r.,.M._~~l ~~~~r:we ,.=~v R = HE~IGNO,WAI.TER K ~WESTP.o.RKI'i...AC:!' PANAW.CITY~H ... 12•11 
Ht:PN':II, SIJSNIJON!I~ 7~16 St-lolD(ffl&\VOI! PH-<-CITY ... 32--UIO 
H"'MTHALLC MlWZJIIOSf .-.z•2 P~CITV R """ HCI<S_C V 7$J4EHIGHW;J1.121 P,.,.._CITV R :lloiOt-"2210 
I'ICI<$_FIJSN<Q 1 ~~ '-IEo\ST,<M; P~CITV " 32«15421'1 
~;,C;t;"MEWOil:Sh"Ct:t.'TfA INT~AllOM.<oi....C PN\IMIACITV ... l2ol0t-23lfi 
H~.CIIYSlA1.K 4011 I.JioSit:SlA """" " "'" I'IOOSOJI ,I.AAIITt i.CNIOL.fA nl i JfNI<SAV PMINrUICITY " """ I;()L~.I.Y, OQAQll-1~ J TRUSTEE W2' 0(fAPOI>IT()R YQVNGSI"(!Ml " ~ .. 
Houst'Of'PR-I.V(IIT~U$TEES PO eo~ )071 P~CITV " 32-:11-«171 
llQWEU.,Tifto'OTH'I"OI.TMIWIVG ;>IJ 1H'I"01!AVE P~CITV " , .. 
HU'if,JUI.JANSLt-WiCYP 1618WI.Ni Avf CAU,_.,Wio.Y " :n--4105 
HUNTEII ,CM4EIIOMSI::OTT r!m StW)(M'e,..vOP P...--cltv R ~~:!: llUit$T,I!Ofi9!TF I · I~VIIltiiiOGI: ItO LYN"M~ ... 
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KUICI'IIJ$S,Gflf~YP& STAC!rM Nl~~lte:CT p-...,cnv R ·~ Ja.JPfiOP£AT1V£NTIJAESLLC 16N PRIMROSE VIE P ............... CITV R """ J &.,;PArQP£Rll£S,llC 132QNUMD.N..L.PI(N'r P..,._CIH " """ ~ P'SR:III~.IN( 2ll1N~TitSTAAA~ :z=g:~: ;; ~: :;~llfTIJX 7~stWI(}foll!l.lo.VOPM 

•flflll'..,EWeLW •ta~ .. ~ R w~ 

JEHOI.'AH'SIMTNESSESU.ST COMG.OIEGATIOH l9'J VAAME!;'ETJrO._ T!;'US1fES PN<Mtlo.CITV R """ JEI<!IiMRoeERTC& .f#ITHQfiYCJEMSEH 1l20HHNQ.lU~ PN<N.IACITV " """ JOHHSON .FRNIIQ.IHO 1109€ASTAVE PNU<Ma.CifV " ~~-tun 
JOHHsc.i .LAAil'f TRVSTEEOF ~~=~TRVST ~=~~~"' MOl~~~~~ "" ""' JONES,O"'WI"'I.R\.miHIN R 

··~ JONfS,QOK.IU)"' ~ & EUUliETH SUlSTfYIWITDR PH'VIM'ICITV " """ JIJlW'I,LIHD ... ON!st:V S61lH:Ioll..!r i<!QoiO P~CITV R """ k&l~GSLLC V..OO""-~ECT OCINER co ""' to:.t.l.lf"MI.Iri, RJ;HN!Ol£1.14. tJ96Yw.'VCI< RO "''"'" "" "'" I([Efe.A. J-I..MESW,TRUST(£ J,l.loESWI([EJ'EI!REVVoJTRST M&QI..ITIICOOlSTRffi t.ENTONE " 
,.. 

I<Rlf_r,.w.tt:ST 261" ~0UAPOIN'T CIIKL.e PANM\IIo.CIIVBCH R ... 
I<I"~CI<:,I<I!.e~VtiETH ~~E',v~~~ :;ag:E R """ I<ENSINGER,MI:Rlf_W&UICilU' R 32.0S-1C'5 
I<ENT.RitttAAO ... &USAA •oosM)RTHSTAA ... II " :l:l~-9105 

I<ENT.TERAIEU..WO.VNE ~5NSTAAAVE' P-.o. CITY " .ll~.$105 
IOIN\I,,.Soli..H le'JaEJAOST PNINIIACITY " ~.-;11-661'1 
"lNGS&\YCONSIIIVCTION LLC ms~AO PAN ......... CH Y!!EH::H " l,2j1) 

IONIS(JNOAV!OC 1060,0.VIO"'Yf P,.,...,...CIH R ....... 
~.OHIIfi.M m~~~c~.it~~~ :z=g:~: R =~~ IORI.oiN.J II ~ MA S UTATf R 
l<lSt'II.DlVID I 600 U.SSES1 ... 0 RJI.'E I.IEXICOI!f.,\£:H R .. ~ 
l(lef'E,PETERMRS I'IT lBOll'l)l..l.. POATSTJOE " ··~ I(()UoiEIZ.HENin 118AL 206NE,o,ST AV!' PHII""""CIIV R 12~!~ 1<0\.NEil.li'«)IMS H 2 1!N IIAY¢f UNN~N R 
KOPPI"l, JfN'II1E#I ~~=:..r~~A<!Nf ~~~l ~ l2-:!•t2 
I<RN'CH .... Y!OUNO&N«:N.~P 
I<ROUSE, CHN!Lf$LJUU"' i~~~~~[!i ~l.o'HOSRNICH " ~ .. 
I.AC~Y.THOW.S ... &DEI!IOR.ft1"' STOCia!RIOGE "" ~,-
I.HICAA OE'-e.OPMENl' "TlCPAOPEFITiESJ>lC P~Citl " ~., 

t..'<.NOMIIMOflllfEST"'U:S,IIIC 508WBAI.DWNRO P~CITY " ""' ~R~~ ~~es~-~~=~~&:RO ::g:~: :t l2~~f)l 
lN<ItMDREROEERTE )IJ161<HGSI!Nlfl(l)II R0 P~CITV R :l:l~ 16II 

~ROf£RTL 16HN EAST NIE P~CITV R "'"' l£HI~, DfNIIIS G liJ78~0'1 P~CITY R l2401-7nl 
LEE EOWAAO HN!OLDJALANNE N 

ili~=~~ 
P~CITl R ~ .. 

~~~~~CT~ .... l t rut4GSI'OWI<I ~ ~ .. 
PH<AMIICITY ·~ I.H MoV!Tw.C05nl~ 5626 ~ HIGtf',\liJO..Y22 PHOAMIICITV " .ll40Hi01 

UIIEIITVWP-...CltY,l.I.C ~WOENWII.V $U(f! t 1D ......... R "'" l.lf£1.Pfl..liSEASSEM91.Y~OOO CHIJRCH,IIIIC 6tSMTYI<l.tUPMW'I P,.,..._CIH " 3l401-61)) 
UGHTSEI".EIRETT .a39NSTAAAII£ P~CITY " """ LINOa.EII . Nl:TI'i'UR E&NoJo~AP ~~~e':"~vn ~~ ;; 32:!-~m I.JoiOl.IIO!BIT 
UNDl.IIOfEin fi~NICIS & ,..,...,. 7022 EHW'Y22 PHIINUt.CITV R 32~·1315 

UPSCONEI, IIICHNW C POeoiC 16U~ PNIAMII. CITY!!EJroCH R l:l401l.fi$ol5 
lMNGSTCfO,EI(NJN,!IH J R088HMNGSTON P090) 2016 L1MM~N " :l:lUt 
lLOI'D. UU.IE PF...,.LYLMT£0 PAATNSISI-111' IODCIIEflllf Sl PNW<AA.Citv R J:l401-3:Jit 
l0CKE1,CtWILESW III.g.tSaJI t31t RI\'9!FOMIESTIIO -- ~ J:ltE · 1T12 
LOfliN TOMMY & TONY U2$f1~THS1 P~CITY l:l.OS-6:Jiol 
lONE:WOIJOPfRATION LM\Ml' INC Z11tSTHIOI'IfWS8lVD P-CITY R ... 
lONG vm.L.III!J~ 1CllfiUMOSHIPII.\o!:'ltiE P-CITV " ~~, 

ll..IMI.E~.J~t,~WVli.OEEPAG S11761EW'-ATOR P~CITV " 34~-6)13 
W.C~C.-ROI,ytjQI,If.INE 2$1NCIWII.OIEOR P~CITV " 3l.t01-7!1JJ 
t.IAIOEN,MPETT£11 RT 380lC'QSIIW'I' li96 PQfiTST.IOE ;; ~:: lo!AAINlHG,hiiCttAI"L S &I<l'LllA 1gJDW2<1TH$T P,.,..,_CITV 
W.OLeiiAfOAH-I'I~, LlC P0801C 52~ L1NNH.ti\fll R ... 
loiAATI,..,JB'fll!'l l i.JNIEl l JeffREYPLICAAEMf'APA"l LVNN~ R DU .. -1J63 
IIIATSIL.-L.t:ON 129QI/I.lAWAV PNiAAIACITV R ~"" IIW:v<LI.,OONNoO.C Q(ILioH<.ERO FRISCOCftY " ... ~ 
IIICCoollf,fAANCISJ 7'l1EHIGH'>'IO'tZI PMt.lMA.CITV ~ ll~·15J1 
IIICCORJolJ::I(, JL()!fHII. !1C11!10P:'6121 ~TSTJOf l:l .. !i6-$ro.l 
loiCCfiN!Y,JOHNP I.J01'1( Sl!in 'II)00Goi>TI!: -Y -- R l.2tE·1 ,!17 
MCQOM.OU), MICtVo8.CIII'D 1l!ii!:WDII $'t'l'.'!:SlfR "' ] 11'9\ 
IIICQIJIIIf .G..o.II.B ~ ~~XCARII( OIIM '"-""'=' R )]JOII.Hll 
loiCI<I:IllWI,W.Iit.f(II L& TH(R(S" nu~~"""'E GIWIO RIOOE R , .. , 
loiCWRE.,w!E S 907SETCHNGOVERI.CIC'< "'""' "" = IIIC Nf.ll.ROfiE:A'T ~ LCYNTHIA E 1lXIJ.JDII P......-Citv R ll.tiloi-4B 
MCNia, CHNIUE L P.O.TSY &'JJtHWfZI 

==~:~: R l.2.tiloi-Ml!l 
loiC OUAGGE, WOUNCH!I"IAL P080X76:> R l.2.a:!CI61 

Pif8l0f, 
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t.ICCLOY.INUG ~AI. 1118\0LSTIEACHOI:!M P,.,._C1TY " ·~· llfC().o&HEL.»f''iiiE"TAL 456Ft.1NTA""'EIIHEIG11TS BAI!Eil>OGE .. "'" J.IESSEII.OONA 192ie,.s1A\IEN P..,.._C1H " ~-6271 
NESSIE!~ ~EL~T ~~~S.:'::S"TEU(J P!:nC~TB¥Cil ;; ~: 
~~...,.~~~:~ .. o:;;." 7QOSHAD<M'~YOP PNiAMA.CITY " :Il~-U12 

loiOVI..Ofl1 I. !i:OHS MOBILE HOMES _I ~~Et~Til S1RIEET P~CITY " ·~ llll.llDOON. J-ES 0 I. B.lPBNU•f POBO~ 13f99 ~ICOBEACI1 " J;li"IO.Jffl 
IIIUU.Il0VHD.80YOJ 2"2•J,.;I!Mioi(IPTNE S.O.NTP(TERSBURG " ll10J-1«1 
IIIIJU.INS.CLAJOE.t. ~;;~~~~~y c=~~e " ~~~Zlol WLLM.QIILG " MVLLIHS.TOU.I!'R PO flO~ IRS MfXICOI!IfACI1 " l24l(J..}:);!i 

IIIUFIP!-fr'OILUSA,INC 1\XIPU.CHST B.OOP.lllO AA 111lJ 
111\"EASCH.t.RU:SO 1135'*U.f:GH[t<IV AV[ P~CITV :: 344Qol-6e!51 
NlOfVELOI'MEHlLTO J01CQMiiiERCESIJI1E31l1 fOFIT WQRlH 

·· ~ H"-'U80NIOINGlGROQMo,...INC 5321WNY2l P~CITY " ll.tQoi-642) 
NfU.I!'TO"'NN-iiMI!'S 

152&EASTA\'EM\.E NGIJI'EN,"'-JSAK :;ag:E " ~: NGUYfN,CHIIot.IH Hll~808UlJI.f' FlO " NGUYEN.DAI\I.I.PHUNGK QfORt:STQAU;AVf. " 1l..01-6UJ 
HGUYEN. WNV &I'.ATilY 0 .._,rN 113~RI0Gf:WOOO-""'f; <'-.o.CITY " 34-104-6815 
NCHOI.SfFIN«;fSE 4711fASl a<o.YOR P,I,'-INUo.CITY " ll-104-.l:981 
HC~S.IItiSEU.A 8llOEi-tG>-ro$Y21 P,.,.,._CITV " l2-tGI-2.a9 
HOOINE, CMtlllU~;O.O.' PO!IOI!21ooe6 ""'"""" "' 11221-0006 

=~·Pl::.,~E~~T ~~~EYCRf'EKIIO ~~tfi " l24$~ 

'" ,..:~10 NORMoW.ia;IY-"''O.I.PI;IOfLOPEFI 7!ii64~8AVOFI PMW.I.-Io.CITY " NORTH'IM:S"TCONSfFIUCTI(lNOf' PAN.4.M'-CITV.INC folOSSl-IDOONORf\11; P.ll<IAMA CITYBfoloCH " 340..)612 
0H.8YUN0IQ)I(f1AL Slti0Uito!l"fll£Hf'CT """'''".'" .. 39111 
OUVE.UNN ll:!liOOUOI.ASIIO N'"T 0 PMIIoMIICITV " ~ .. 
~ ... B,_HI.Ta!!'~Yl f'J~1~~:'ao..roo flo s '::!!..~ ~ D .. 
ONU._..IDINlffFI ... 
ORI..N400.W.TIIEW t.,_816TI1AVf.CIRCLfU.St P~RIStl " Ot.-loNO.DAW:.E& MIJ.!o&MitGJrOOYJFI PNtolMA.CITV " ·~ P&M(;.o&I,_LJ\WAHLC t2t 1S10NERI-.u!RO BIRMIIOGo-Wo! .. "'" P-"NAJo\,a,CITVPOiilfNJTMOIIIIY P0801o: ISO% P~Cit¥ " ~ .. -
:=gti~~HOLOINGS :"oO:~;u.c 1-dll!tfWISioolti"TBIIIO ::g:~: :t ~: 
P.ltRI<.Wl.YBN"'ISTC"I-f.JPCH Jl;!lf'15THST P~CITV " D~UU 

P.ltRI<.WloVmle&SER'W:"EHC 't2NTYNO.A.U.w.v'f P~CITV " 'l240ol-l1l5 
PAAHOW,OOffALOWJA POfl0~6ol69 P~CITY " ~~ 

:~;~:;NETAI. 57!1fi-1WI98 P~CITl " ~~ 

::~~:!!!E..cHRO P......,_CITY ~ D~' 
PRT.WG~~ -- :IlH7 
I'!:NNNGTON_GI..ORIAA.I.~SH I'IPI"fj~NU L <',....,_CITY " :ll..a<I~Jl,t 

PENSCOTFIUSTCO_CI.ISTOOI.Il<l 15-IBPETERSONPOINTRO ~"" " ""' ~.J.oMESA&JOti~NEll f2tl)fHI(;Hw;JO.Y~ P~CITY " 3l.eGI-l4EI9 
PEP~GNo 0t£NlGIN8 1911w.INEAV Ll"Niti-OMN " l:!UI 
PETTY [)ANASlJACOVEUIEJ 

rn5~:BI'"~ ~~,.;~~ ;; ~::m: PHtuJI'S,ARlHU'!w.l" 
PHUIPS,JOHNW 'i-l'5NTYIIOJlUWHY PNUM~t.CITV " l2..a<l-fit::l! 
PHUIPS.~Y&.WCI-IRll" t1Q9CAI<WB.PNIKOR '"""' " L1!t7-:17s;! 
PWCE.OAI-10RICHNIO :!9t9~•NECRT P,._CITY " ~~ 

PITTSAILIBI 11'10PIJNEEIIITIIST Cl.fiWISTON " D•~ 

=m~l.ASCUV1"YJ ~~~=!<,~~~ :z=g:~~ ~ :n:S~an 
PI.An,OOUGI..AS-OSOR&TARA J.l9HWY2:"37 P~CITY " ·~ POU.HIO."M..UI:t1 tal~ fOPSl"fttiO Dllf'lf 

., __ Cill 

" :Il~-81511 
PllOTEST.lHTERS<:QP,.._CI«JACil OIOCEa:OFCEio'JR."'.GW ,..,..;w. 

" :US~l.J))J 

PUll • ..,... ~IJLII£"' &1<19111 71QtSHolO(JW8AVOR P~CITV " 32-tGI-2.::15 
P\IIISEA,IIOOEIIT HJP&C"AAOI.~H 2i5Sf'l'lli'IGH>U.ROIIT7 

::JtTEV :: T2:::le I'UIIUCI-t'II.RICIWIOI.CNIOl SJ,I(!f'l-tGiiWOIIoV'ZJ 
PVBUS.JERRVWTPUS1E'E 1T21NHNML.lPKWI' PMW.I.-Io.CITV " "11~-.]J]J 

PYBUS.OO P0801CSJ09 PN<-CITV " ~~ 

PYBUS.OOA'-40 6000EHIGHW..YrJ PN-WAACITY " ~~.., 

QU~;V/<_UH""'-AETAI. tHWVMit.G'IOL.IAST ~COBE....::H " ~·$ 
AllCAlER,._,Ou.C Wl4 JCHIPIT1SRO PN<N.IACITV " ~~ 
~~"""'e!IP 211SG.lMff.oll~fi!O P,r,w,w.CITV " 12405-Tt125 
R~I!So't.UD.~ PO!IOI!62r2 P,..._Cill " ·~ A...sti1.P ..... O.OU. P &OE:80AN-IK 1Q91lJOGEVoOOO~ P,.,.._CITV " ""' R~MQII.IMMEDK.I.SKM:.>RJ )520fiSTil$T P~CITV :: D.a.l-6«11 
110'110T!M;)..trllC-"U)i;;NAY FL S05P£C-"''ST f 0 RTIN()Rll1 .,~ 

REOOING .fooUoRJOFIIE~ET.Irl POliO~~~ P~CITV " ~~:;ii tU:'EO.JOt-toiC&t'E1SYA 1«111£1fHAVE 
P~~v 

.. 
ltEMS,PQ,I,VI.'HlN 29!1NCI-Wl\'EPIEOII R ~~ ~I:GIONSIWIK 2-'rJPI\'SICt\o\SEPI'P.'tCNA~ "lfMIO(;I-\AM .. 

Pif'5of1 
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Bay County Mailing List 

llEHIAAOT fNT~PRISI:~.INt ~I'IORTHT~DAI..l.PAAWfJIY p-...,cnv R :I!...o<l-&"182 
R•EL.~Ct\AAOTI..T,&Ml.R"'J 2tl1ttVGI4fMOM6.SOR P,...._CITV R ~"' 
ROEIE~SoON~IoiENTSU.CET....._ P0801Ct57 POATSTJOE " '"" =~=~~;oosu..c ET....._ 278TAE~EOR ~~ ;; 14.:.:.:517 6WCfHIGH'N<Y2'2 
ROGER ClEMONS QUAUH ll.UTO """'~ P,.,..._CITY R :I!.a5-6l53 
ROSCO!'.~Ttuo.J 6'i&J!-W<IIOORI!II.W P~CITY R :I!.al'..S'ill!l 
ROSENOUIST,w.RKA l ~l!ii'WI..Il\lllia.o<JGHI..VQIJ ,_, 

" ll6<JHTJ2 
ROWE.JA!.ES H 11i91~RO COTTOHD-"lE " ll•J1-1S15 

21"1 1 HV0E,t.,vt: ~~~~~~~ ~~,~~~~~ :z=g:~: R ~..:~· urnc<Mo~ni'W'Im1 R 
SAI..~~--VTIIlJST ~ATM'IMIIAfT....._TPUSTEU 2MSU~DR P,..,._Cill " l2..o<I·1D 
s.o.ut.S,CAAll&llfTTVJ 15>18 :!iW<OCM'!!A.YOII P~Clll R ll..o<!·UlO 

19HWSOVTHRNEA OR S(;H(R,~OOIUl l.of..STA"'-RNdONC ~- ~ n•• 
~IIMQTZ(A.-"'Ct: f)5 8R£NJ\o\t:WOR PITT~ '"~ SC'*"EliXFI.OA\ItiG &. I<ATlt\.E[ N 75J9~e,&.VOR P~CITV " ~--'11 
SC~L'li'I:R ,GEOAC.E C&fllff:NM HC:)80J:6110 ~~~YH R 32~'1B~ 

SCOTT,JHoii:SRAYfTol.l.. 2019J:A$114.V R 12~,:12 
SE.IoSlOf'Reli..PIIoPI:RTl$ Hfll..a..GU:N DPM' 

.. ~~y ~ 

SE:GOlS.""-li:NC &IIE\oUl'lYG 51JtiNSTN?AVE " l:l..o<!-9U 
SUI.AAS. J"'*-I.AAO~CORENE 171tii'I EASTJ!Mi <'~CITY " .ll...:J!I-6210 
SEYMOUII,C~S 171PtvERVIEWOFl' BAIIG'·OOE "" """ St!EI..MM!ROE!E'ITC n:ISIJI(OSHJC>A P..,.._CITV " ~"' StiEl TOJj_fHO......SB 1000~YStAEfl - ll£L.AA¥8E.oCH R ""' St!OAES.G.o.LE& ::~&~~~RS :g:g~:~ ~:~~ " ~:~~: SfiOIIES.lG.t(E&.CAROt.SN>OER"> " SHIIE'E~IaBIA.11«: 05NTYtiO,.OUPI<'<W P,v.w.,cACITV " l:l...::W-11131 
~M'ITitllPio<:&l<lMOCRi..YA POBOIC1• ;()7 MfXIC()er,.o.cH " ~ .. 
SII<:ESPPOPfllllfS,U.C 2(1jt-IOI,_1,1SA'-61UI' P""'-"MMo.CIJY R ~: SU!EPIIOPEII'Tif'S IOOC $116~lST P,.,.._CITY R 

=~~~t~~r:;-...,_ !~~~~11!:110,00 ~H"<t:.tv ~ D"" 
:I!..::W31011 

SI.ONI.nhOTHYA&w.JIGifM a 11 • EOL.URIIJ.Ioo0 P,v.w.,cACITV R 
S"'TH, GWAGf H & Mlt.II?~I:N ~ tal9 EHIGH...._Y2'2 PNWoi.A.CITY " .ll«le.l!W 
SlotTH ,JNo€9W P080~61:2<1 P.&NNMCITV " 32..,..()12• 
S141H,J,IolETl Y236FJolo'« H.o¥Jo,S'\'~E£l """"'"-' . ... 
SM'TH,IIOSINO &. S+EII..AO =~:~'1'2'2 :=g:~: :t 1<!:!21 SI#TH,AUII~L 

SHVOfR,JEffRE YS 1.1~25-THSf SOUTH. NII._ING'fON V> '""""' SO!Kl1.EWSI--1 . ..()twf&ANTONLI. 1a:liSCitOCAU>GRO -"' "' -"0:;11100 
S()Of NIMTYoO-THIIIOSJ,J.C ETAL 1170P61GHliiEESTREEf 

~~~HT1i'EEST1ERM111ft! 
14.Tl,AHT14. ~ :Jll09-19:11 

~~~!r~:Oaco ~~=THC~P :=~~ "" 'Jll09-7629 
ONESOUTHEVEPITT14.VE :t l2.01-4i'fll 

l.l-40..l-1!ll6 
SPf~CEFl' TRACYR 5El!i 1 ~t1W'I'!nl P,.,._Citv " E....,o .. •PnJ•"J ~.t. .. goomtn1 :s,...e,. .. JOoot1l1l ~Pho"""P-""'•1 

_ .. ., wti*.i 1BICJ 
STJOSEPHUfolO&OEVCO CIOotNIE<:E AHOTCt!<SON 133SOVIJoiWO.fERS(li,JI.C)Piof<IIWAV WO.TERS(lUJI(I ~ 32113 
STALlWOATH,lltQMIIS t&BR'EN()oolo P080~ 1)35:2 MEl(I009CH " ~·· ~~r:~~~ :X~~ ~HEXa.IPT PROP ~COMiol)NWfJII.THBlW r~~ ;; =~ 
STATf~RC'!IlAOOT POBOX607 ,~. R llUI.ooJ7 
$1£\oBOMBUQ(oi,!._EW POeoiC278!i3 P,.,.._CITY R 11111 
STE\'ENSON,JEtHFER J01SOVTH COYELN PN&.lM.Io.Citv " '""' STEWAAT,J.OCI<:OJI'II.lW'IEN l CO.TPUSTEES :ICI01 W10THSTUM1"• P,.,..Mt-'CITV R ~ ... , 
STITCHEA.SAI?AfiWICES =:~~~:~RG P~TV ~ ~:= STOLffNefRO ,l.AA~lf ,PUIQOIGCtwllL:sRO 
STO!IE.CHAA.! SJERCUf '29NCOI«TA~ P,.,._CilY R D"' 
STONE:, RONNIE~ &WH!JI! W 1:1!~ 1"nt!:RIOG~A\/e .,_.,CITY " l.l«<I'J<Il.l 
STORAGEC11YifiC SllrnEHIGHWII.V:n" P~CITV " l2~.f!G 
STRM>ttT\IIIIo.iCI'IRJST\6N "'"IST~.jNC P~CITV " ~ .... 
STI!ANGE.CN'I.lETAL m1RVTGERSOR P~CITV ;; 12~-:-s STRfETEP,RICl\oloRD!l 111l$J;llJTH:JlTHAI/E "'U""""' STR C14.NID, TAN~IIJ &LARRY 82llEHWI'22 P,.,.._CITY R 'll«lot-281 
SI\!B8S,IoiNUPAT HCJBOJ:125 Fa!TSA.NTJQf R :I!~'IS.!J'577 

SUGGS. I•WH ...... LET.l<l. 1SlONEAS114.\1; P~CITV R .ll.-a!I-6J'9 
SWART OAIIlOS 11'091-fYOEA\-t' P,.,.._CITV R ~"" SYFREn,R1o.YMOPIOL TRVSlEE J11w.GNOW.A'IE P~C1TV " ~ ... , 
S1'l'14$.~C mJ9NSTAAI4.11f P,...._Citv R 1.20-82"JJ 
T.o.TEOilCOINC POliO~"' C~fSNfW R "'~""" TAI.!Nla.. DAW:.L POBOX112 'I'.£WNITC"""' " 3.1~.()162 
TIIVLOII.l[I<AVLVloiN ~'2•0Rif'T\fi()()OOA LYNNH.I.VEJol " ~·· THEP-*HTRY,INC 1EIJ1~LIISOR ..... , 

~ m~ 
THQM.*S. PQWEU.A 715981El'THOOIS£ 0A P~CITV ~"' THOMAS,WWEIIW" n:JSH1AI.EYOR 

:=~:!: " ~::~~ TIUJot.YO, 'MlUMlL W1!'HIOtMiloV27 R 
TNOOfPHI~CITVBI:JICHlTD 112CI!HIIJTCH1$0'11!!l'<O P.III......W.CIHI!Eoli:H R ""'' 

Pif'601"7 
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TOL.fiEAT,LOUIS8&A~LH 

TORCHI4. LfOHAAOA&OEAAI.!HNE 
T01lr?ES,Vftii.I$T 
TI!AiiASOS, GOAOONA 
TRA\I'ERS,JOI'N 
TAA'MCK.JOSEPHTTAUSTEI:S 
TRA'MCI(,llt<EN 
TRE\iATHAN,A'ICKI'J 
TRE\IIIriO,SAAAEAEGISTER 
TRIANGI.fASJ'IV,LT,IM: 
WUECUTevtl.DrR$ ,JIC 
TRlfCiot.K, ..I.lMESC II.IIOWENAA 
TI.ICI<&, STEPtiEN&LOf!Rif 

~~~:::~,!!,..~:r!i:rsu.c 
I.INITEOSTATES.••IIHORCE 
UA!Io'HaliiNC 
~T.W.TTHEWJ 

~~E~~~~TR 
WAFFlEHOI.JSIE,INC 
W~.AA~T&CHilAM 
WAJ,.WPT STOReS, INC .,101 
WN>O,JfflR~OON&c.-.LA 

w.••SH!M.lHAGUCMTIMC 
WATEA&>IGOT INC 
WATlEY.~ONWATERS 

\1\iATI,.....sPERAJII 
WATWOOON\IfSTMENTS~~C 

~f . ..w.ESC 

=~sF':~ 
=~=~~SNWH~NTS 
'M-1/TEHEo\O,Ol..oWENlE 
"'MlmON.FREOEfiiCKit&w.ATH.A 
W!WMIS.JMES It & 
'MWMIS,J,&MfSit&CAAtASIJI!: 
WiWNIS,RQN.&Wl 
'Ml.l.l.tHS,TK&.O E & Nt:lREA 
Wii.SON,OAV(ll 
WIIE,(IA\110W&DfBORN1A 
\'IIOODtlloMFAMLTIHVEST&eflS,LT 
WI'IJGifl".f001f8&MARGAAET A 
WVAIT,GLf:NNf,JR&fllfENP 
YARI9ROIJGH, 'JICI<lL 
Y...UN,..........:SJ 

~g:g:::t~~~~EN 
lfOUSCHUH.JC 

lOISHIRLE't"OR 
n9$~Aii 
lt6SI.II<O$HI()It 
1566SIW)OW"&t.YOR 

=~:·UI-IT212 
lliBRIOOB'ORTLN 
13:!7SI<ltoeRR~ 

t1SWIW'I8011011 
W7NSTAIIA-.t! 
POI!I()I;Jei211 
IOOIRAIK:UfFAVE 

~~~ravr~oEPT 
94T9E~!W..Woll0RIJII:fi 

DEPAATW9HOFDEFENSE: 
l911Beii!OWST 
lDSr.tiCHELEDA 
.AMYGOOCON~TTAUST 

POBOX IIJD 
POBOX66l 
1271 t£Lio!SRD 
l>ll()l>(llfY Tfli¥.10$5$ 
U J2.oll.lfGHfNYA\IC 
PO(I(J)(U,;i 
<J:OfiEHIGtfWI.Tl:2 
750SHolDOWS.O.YOR 
)!;T8E T$THST 
P08COCI101 
nT1SHo0.00w"8o'oYORNE 

~~&~T~ROV'EIICWl 
~D2P'a!C!IHIIAYCT 

wo 
'Mt!TEHEKI.OONNIE 
"16DOUGI.ASI!D 
JEJINIFERIMRIEAWI.lh'MS 
753~ F'I'Tlreui!GH ST 
75<10SI'WX:M'MYDR 
F'OBOX 1Jfi191& 
POfi()XWl 

~=~\MlOOSORM; 
112$EGI..LF!Ea£H().R 
F'0110X tt59 
120PAT..._I!OAI\If! 
6n!.ESTH CT 
f>I!OEIIWll.EYPAAKOR 
7r.l SIWlOWBAY DR 
5$.12HWY7l91 

Bay County Mailing List 

71S82NCI ST 
1535~c:mBAYDANE 

PANAMACIT'f ,_,, 
PANAMA CITY 

p~~.;~ .. 
PAI'IMtA.CIT'f 
F'ORTSTJOE 
P~C!TY 

l.AAECHNilfS 
P~Cill 

PN(.OMA.CITT 
lYNN HAVEN 

"=i~' 
sconso.o.t£ 
PANAMA CITY 

PNU<MACITY llf.'GH 
P~CITY 

"''""'"" PNU.MACITY 

""""'"" oonw< 
BfNl ONVUf 
PANAMA CITY 

CHIC oliGO 
PANAMACIH 

~=g:~~ 
00<­

PAH.O.\.IACITY 

.. :=-~~u; 
PNU.MACITY 

"""'"""' PANMIA.CIH 
PANAMA. CITY 
PAN.MIA.CITY 
PAIII.lMACitY 
PAIII.lMACITY 

MEXICO BEACH 
l YNNH.IMOti 

POY.t':IEIISPRINGS 

Slg;;~~ 
UTH!ASPIIINGS ,..........,.. 

PAANMCITY 
COI.l.MIUS 

PANAMACFH 
PN(.OMA.CIT'I' 

n•i>l·lZl6 
·~~ 
n•~ 

32~~11 
n•t~o~·7SJ9 

n .. 
l:!•Oot-900!1 

"""' n•Oot«<CC!i 
3:!~ 12 

ll~«.Jill 

ll•Oot·l«.J":i 

""" '''" n"' 
n•~ 
n•~ .. ~ 
n•~ ..,,..., 

El01·7799 
1'2712«l!(( 
ll-!Cioi-6SII 
liiJ&SII)-!..,;1 
n•cw.&~n 

ll•Oot·'l~ll 
ll~a.t-6831 
36)(Q.)l).\' 

n·~ 
n~;;r2 

n•~ 
DIU 
n•~ 
n•~ 

:n•Ciol 101 
:n•Oot·201 
l:!~ Ool·2~10 

now 
n•u 

~!~~: 
"'~ "'n 

12311.8!;89 
32·(1.1~ , ... 
l:!:~Ciol-1~12 

»"' 
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Gulf Count y Mailing Lis t 

NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCOOE COUHTlltY 
,I.Q.I«KURTJET,tL P09))(13297 ~~COIE'ICH FL ''"" AOAAISCA'THYP 111 EAOLE ST PORTST JOE FL ""' A()I.M$ HORACE 0 & GlENQio. W ..R 10l~NGT"CNCT n.Q.I.t.SVIU.£ o• 31712 
AOAAIS~P& JAI'ICE L 19100\!Et..N.E "'""'"""" FL ""' Atlo\MSTHQ.lASE&IleTl'Y 201JJFAIRVIEWRO '""-"' NC l81SO 
ACOSCtiAimtCU'(L & I<ARENL P08))( 13190 ME>4C0 r£ACH FL "'" AOQNS~ MARY *'I 8 fERRY STREET GULF BREEZE FL ""' f4U:JAY Hl.OAA&CAREY mi!STEES TA.Ii.AHASSEE FL 31303 
AI..E)VIIIIOERMAEL.E 560CNE.IIl.FD TA.L.S:li.TCW "' 31821 
N.l.Jt,N CHARI£$ 0 TflUSTEE 50QEUlKffiSCOV'ERO """""'0" FL "'" ALLYNWLW.M P & MARVE •&Ov.E\..OONOR POfi'TST JOe FL J?.4S6 
APEX CE'oa.OPW ENT U.C POOOX501 PORTST JOE FL "'" ARGUETA. CAR OS PQIBOX 13171 ME>:IOOOCACH FL ,,.,, 
Affroi$0EJI,W. M P09))(13"..olll ~COEISIICH FL ""' .oi.Aroi51'RQ.iGFII(:Ht.RCIJ &OCBCRAH 80X13oes ~.o!El4COOCACH FL ""' I'R-IQ.OJEAN 8060Wtfffl98 PORTST JOE FL ""' ~Q0JQ-1N F i318WHW{98 PORTST JOE FL 31-456 
Al'f<CLDRJow;{) P &SHEU P POBOX 1!!01 OCAlA FL 3211781504 
~INGTCN AI.EJ(N.IQPA & RtQ-I.IAO •0090t.EN~T CRIV£NCRTH .,..,CXSCNVuE FL ""' ~~AN~LETAl. 2151(JWKO'o'E "'"'ST JOe FL ""' A'f'ERS~DUI 3411CR388 PORTST JOE FL "'" So\ll.EY..JA),IES&.W~ 3720H'IW38B PORTST JOE FL """ s-.II.E'r'R<::eri ET AL 1~6ATT~'Mi!GHAM RD ......... G' ""' SAJ..ANCEDTIMSERI..ANOFUNO RMK T1MBEA....6ND GRQJP '"""'' "' 30303 
IWB':E.t.RCHEH !liKliLONGAIIE PORTST JOE FL ''"' ~C:....PH.It&Jo>.SCJ.IP 1450~R£ST C1<METAR'YRO \fl,(\.',lo...rCt¥A FL ''"' ~ELORCHAROO HJGMji,Y38fl ~HTCI+tA FL ,. .. 
BARNENJ..Ioi.MfS TETAl 2498ASS'MJ(X)ROlO "'"'ST JOe FL ""' SAH.IHLLGI.£NE 341NMAITI.AH) ... ~ "'' MAIT\»>D " :m~t~748 
6oll..NGARTJ<~CI!S«Rf.l(.t.l\olR'fN A 13fJ$T~NE$R0 PAloi.NGATHUAE KOCHCH~ "'"'""' 11S40 SR:ILAJJKA 
BIVO..EY RalERT J &LYNNW ~2~10N ERYN-IST ~ FL "'" SA.W..SHOF PCRTST ..0: 1"08))(521 POA'TSTJOE " ""' 8E<XW<M I<BTH G & AUCE fJ< 36~Fo.\l.ER R OOE OCUG!AS'lll£ o• 3013!.1 
BEL.OlERCA!i\OLYf#l 3218VAJ.UL$TYNE$T W<""""" .. ~819~ 
BEU.ESBACHJ.IWES R&JAYNEK 9!P~I1W!'98 F'ORTST JOE FL ""' 813GINSALIRCIRA AGI.JllAATRVSTEE RTE HIG: 121 C "'"'ST JOe " ''"' QZEKROtlALOO ~37 PN.MffiOOR POA'TST JOE " 32'1~11MM 

BlZEKRONALD G ET UX 437 PALMETIOOR PORTST JOE " 3245115544 
a.AO<MON STEVE 14. & NEVI. G !1151NLO'lGST F>Cm"ST JOE " ""' a.ACXST<WNCHoloELO 41• E OfURCH SlREET REERTO. .. """ ii •Q<lM;fl i lPIFr '27''0 1Y I11Xli 'W ' ......... "' 

,.,., 
a.ASSI>IGAME ittONTF<:m"W& SHI~EY ........,c"" " 3148~ 

B.~CECRGE&8E'veR\.Y POE!OX231 ~ o• 31745 
8CfltERS CHm..ES 11Aw.oc(l SR 33571HSTREET .......-rc"" FL , ... 
BOUCHEROOUGLAS l lHIBO..IO'ERL.N POA'TST JOE " ""' BCMERSJ/4.11 28:33PAI.J.IERRO MOOS G' 3116S955J 
SCW::RSRIC':HtltR:IS & O'C:VIO<IE 314F\.£.6S/4.Nnlf$TRO ..........,, ..... 

" ""' BF1ADL£YCENNISK & 'IBO'r'D "47SB..W.ST PORTST JOE FL ''"' ~OlAG 3401~t£ DOn<AN " '"'' BRANOlCHI\P\..ESK 351 ~ COUNTY ROI\D 398 PORT ST JOE " ''"' eAANSCJiw.RO..OEIL~,4.J aCIO\il!)e!L- "'""" " "'" liH3o!AN.EFF~R&MELAUE "'""'""' ........ """ " """ BRCKERWU.IAN E & JACOJBJNE H PORTST JOE " ""' I'RCN:RWU.w.! EJR 21t9FCfi.'£STST PORTST JOE " "'" SROO<. CHARUE MAO< & J~NREI)M.RCIS PO~X H)GI ""''"'"'" .. 31718 
!RXXCLAI'£NCEEVAN 40111VA0A.ROA.D ........ .,. "' .. , 
EfiQOt; THOU.S 14.U£H "'"""""""'RO POA'TSTJOE " ""' EAJO( TH~S L & MNA C 1178AS&o'IOJORD PORTST JOE FL ""' ~ROI.LOL 320BN EASTAI/E """"'0TY FL ''"' ~R'CeERJWSR&UNOitO POOOX 13824 ME>4CO£EA.CH " ""' 8RC)IN£U_JANIC£ FA'r P08))(13SOB IIIE»COE£ACH " ""' l'AJMI'IElO FlJS:Sa.L & VICKJ AHN R0e6'n5CN 4&0. OA\IENPORT TRACE """""" .. 30101 
~a;;;" 0 OW% ~'g~li:l,... evrm - ..... """ EA.ICKAI.EWS"I'EV9<M POEVX2181!13 PANAMfJ< CITY BEACH " "'"' ~GESS ..ESSE l & BETTY J 9441 QM:A'IE PORT ST JOE FL ""' ~NET!TROv'II~A I 5324H1CXM'YST """""0TY " "'" Q.JO!RONS &\RL l JR 414PALMETTOOR PORTST JOE " "'" Bl.RRONS EARL L SR P08lX431 PORTST JOE " "'" 9.1SMENSE()WI.ROF & MfJ<RYLEE PO SOX 133!18 ME>4COI£ACH " ""' 

~ 1 01'7 
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Gulf Count y Mailing Lis t 

NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCOOE COUHTlltY 
eust(ENS FRECERIO< E & ROSE Ill P09))( IJOJ~ ~~CO IE'ICH FL ''"" eYRlKRUW>IEO 307PAlMffiOOR PORTST JOE FL ''"' CN'O~LJOON POOOl<099 CROSSOTY FL ""' CJRLSTEN GARY EEl' lb( 101MIM0SA"'I£ PORrST JOE FL ""' CARL TCN IWRt L 109F~CR 'J>.t:WI>H"TC~ FL "'" CARPENrERU~ F 19137BAf.DERI>. HI~¥ HB.OTES TX 18013 
CN'!R~N liT~N CAN.Io.LCJ=i PORTST JOE FL ""' URRWI-IJR& GEOR3E WOU~ P080)(218 PORTST JOE FL ""' CARRWWAMH~& O\ROLYN C PHINtlY F>Om":ST JOE FL ""' C,..STNB)Io. W.NUEL 280 N CANAL (RIVE PORTST JOE FL ''"' Ct. THEY 'AilUAM AU£N & CAROL QC#:f' TRuSTEES ME»C:0££.1o.CH FL m1o 
CA'AeN f'HiuP N & SJZAB:TH H 630~ COOSTANCE AVEHJE OARlillT "' ~·" CHAF!NWLUAM- M JA&~B 101SI»>SETCIR PORTST JOE FL ""' CHII..OSSIILLY,t, POOOX 1:1470 ~COI£.6.CH FL ""' CHRISTIE.JM,._EA 1708CHF'fWA,.ST """""'0" FL ~118 

CHURCH CHLROt Of CHRISf AT THE BEACHES INC lo!E>oiCO IEACH FL ,,.,, 
CHURCH Ow'ERST'*ET 9aE CtllJR(H INC GENE~ DELN'ERI' PORTST JOE FL """"" CIMI.U.JQ!II.IB. A&B..EA~A 106TH03HOR PAHAittAOTY FL 3241).117518 
CLANTCN R Q!IRA:u & H NANCY &412CLN£AvE PORr:ST JOE FL ''"' ClARK SID< IO~E~CQST "'"""' ~ '''" Cl£()(1£y' OWU:S R & eemR POBOX 1:2-48 """""'c""' FL ""' CCl.EMANOJINIR & W..FII3Nl:£T v.EATK'RlY 4221 ~.t.Or-rfH CRN PI\Uol B(:H GAIO:NS FL ''"' CQl.JNS I<£NIETH T&I'(.A.RENC 9239A~Ctt<IIJTLANE PORTST JOE FL "'" CQ.ILEYTRIJOY SUSAN 8412AUGERAVE PORTST JOE FL ""' CCHMY..,MESO.fi&~EV<RA 273CO"MilV OR PORTST JOE FL ''"" COO<IlHMR~ 00WLPAT'RIOI. \,jil9M~£KLAHE ~ .. """ COCKAN»:E W.C CIOOMiaCCCl..Ew.N ~121 HYACINTH CIRN PALM E£ACHOJ>ROf:N~ Fl ,,.,, 
CCJ'EI.ANOCHARUEE So'" US 11 SOUTH n<O<ASVUE .. J1T57 
COS'TINM.IRG.I.R8'N& TB.J IN'IES1'MENTSETAL POIPXIII PORTST JOE Fl "''"""' COST1N5H(I'iftV LYNN 9241AVGER,t..VE PQI'n'STJOE FL "'" CO>'EU. PE"'ER&LEEM 127 CRESlV.OCO LNE LAAOO FL 33710 
CCJ(ROBERT &CIRO... 202~0R PQI'n'STJOE Fl ''"' CREEI\90EP,~RTNERSU.C 88-'5 Olei J\BiEY DR TAI..i.AHASSEE Fl 32312 
CFiiESTE~S&GENE.AAL CCJ'lTRf.CT~!NC P000)(13Eill MtlOCOBEACH FL ''"' CROCt<S'TE'>'ARTII ET Al •ro~rn< sr '"""" FL "'" CIJI.JIERTSONRICH.t.ROR&INGE J 212ca..ti'N'RO.>.D:MI8 PORTST JOE Fl ''"' CUNNHGHAM EU"'Q':I F B961CR388 .......,c .... FL l1415~ 

CWJGt<ERJY PH W P E & T~ 41 2CEl..BLJR3ST "'"''"" NC ""'' OAva<PORTSETTYL 101 NAUTI.US~VE PC4'rrST JOE Fl ""' OotoiiiSCHARLESA&ST'Ef'H,IHE 2380HWI'C30 PORTST JOE FL "'" OAIIIS.J()fi lROY llQEI\OU:ST PORTST JOE Fl "'" OAIIISWt.Xl'<EG g 15 SEACUFF DR ,.,.... ... 3&S323301 
DAVIS RICHAFO Gle<N & DEBRA l 639SLOUGS"T PORTST JOE Fl ""' OAIIISRICX,.,IiO P 1:>5P.a.lMETrO PORTST JOE FL ""' OAIIISSI.F()t.IJ 11Jo'6W11"THCf f><ltNAt,IAOTY Fl ''"" CAYR10iAfDU&GAILS ~448WtNH98 PORTST JOE Fl "'" DEI:SON 'M..UAM R & ~~~~ POa:»<l:nee lo!E'l<ICOI;EACH FL 3 .... 10 
OB..MctrrAGO£ T"lMOTHY POEOX~O MCNlP>'ER:< Fl 3ol758 
OBoi~Jol.loiESL&KAYO 7410'<KJl!OOEROE TAUAHASSEE Fl 313059181 
()Br,jENfWioJ..~H 11 8P1H:ST O'ORTST JOE Fl "'" ()9.1 CJJEl' RC&ERT E JR 1900S~61:l MO$$P0N1 M$ ""' OENSIIICRE A\tlOOI 1248Sf>N?T,t..NAVE eoRT<FA><>E FL """ OO'U'I'llMOTI{YL P080X 13114 M~COEEACH FL "'" OERRICX CH'<:ISTOPI-ER 16MM~ST FT W\L Tl;J\1 BEACH ~ "'" OIOQN50N ARTH)R T POe::xx•es """"'"" 311681)(815 
OIOIJHSONFICKL P08))((15$ MOWEA"'-E "' 3195(1 
DILORENZO .JOSEPH 310"""-TERCRESSOR Ff¥.N~IN "' , ... 
OOOBNSEIDE D&t:A1HV S 11 58&oCH DR C<STIN Fl "'" 0008$Rrn.t.I.OB P08))(132112 ~~COffilo.CH FL "'" OOCIISOF ~APPOU..C fOC31J0(98110 MEl4CO£EACH Fl ""' OCXX)VAI...ERIE GI.KL.IMN3'JMIU.R:l BUO<DEN ST NEOTS co.""""'""" OOOSONCLA\JCEJJR 114EVF'..._.,ST ""'"' ... "'" gg ~I; Fl15SP ~ - "' ""' ClaOLEYCHARLES 6 &1\totti:RLY I 4507 MIU. SII.YOJ ReAD "'""""0" FL "'" OOTSTCF' Fl DEPT (J TJW.;Sf'ORTATIOO TA.U..AHASSEE Fl ""' CI<).)OH9m'CE90RAH& IIR'ENOACANINOTCW 1092N0AVENW """"'""' " '''" OCWC""'-M POOOX 14143 M~COffilo.CH Fl "'" DlfiAWII'I'AUBRE'I'C SIONCA.NAI..CRVE PORTST JOE FL "'" DUNCAN f'QEIERT M 3124 Mll.URIEC.HTS RO aoorn· n12• 

~201'7 
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NAME 
OUREI\IGEOR3E 
(JI..IREHHII,.Oit.P EA><ER..,., 
EN<EROO.ON 
EASTERWOCti.AJ050N R 
EQL£R OAR'Y W & ULUE 0 
a...~ EAR_ & RUTH 
9;';10'£' 'Af 1iU " q; ' Qi* '< 
ENEA:IIHG ~OMH 11M!l:~NO 
ESn£RJL 
ETHEREDGE CL.FTOO T 
Et.SAN~I<AYW 

FAIN GARY' H & octlY lol 
FAUSKIR093'1'T 
FARRI$RIQ-t.I<ROETLD< 
FERt........UZOIIVIOA&II!~ T 
FERRISEJQI.N 
FElllNGERJIIMES R &!XlNNAF 
J'LAQ,I,STRN-IS~SSIONCO 
FLOCRE CAR'f E & GRACE 
FL~ PCMER CCRP 
FCROOTTEN COJIST INVESTIIIENTS 
ffW.taSB!L1Y R& JEm FER A 
~ 
FRNICISPAUlG 
FRAZtERJAAIESL&~ R 
OAINESW.Rl<R 
GARtNER LEWS l 
Q ' o/Q' '"Y' iiW! ~m'JIY' ' 

GESOLT'-"RGN.A. WV$N 
GEOI'<GE EOO EE 
G1138SCJen¥o.O 
GISSO. eetJAMINiol 
GI8:S<:J<HARAISOUY 
GILEERTULUE~..t.e 

OILEERTWE & RUB'YC 

""""'~' WQitliiQriiYfloP' QIIG 
GO m• ' !1- ST • so •gw 
GOIXMINLEONAOISUS 
OOSNELLPATRIOAS m\ISTEE 
GRANT RI.JBI' MARIE & lAII'RENCE P 
GREilERS<>E A 
GREEINGERH~OJTRJSTB:: 

GREEN GN'ff LAMO'IT 
GfljfAN f f<li..NCESE 
GRIFAN FRE:O&fREtOit.Lwr.R:I 
GR'IMLDI:RAI.f'I.I J & REOINA L 
GSEGNER Ra!ERT 
GTC IOC 
OTCtNC 
Ol.Hl.FORDOWUSE 
OUII.FOFDGER'TR.CE 
OUilFOROWWt.MJ $ 
(iUlt}'OROWIJ..IAMS&KlMSAU.Y 
GUU.OTC()N,I,LOW&l"i()f#,,EG 
GUlF BEAOi TRJST 
GULFCOONTY 

""""""'""""' ... ~ ... ~IOQn;lii I o~'iiF11 P ' 'Iii ' 

HlrDEMANTHCli.<ASS 
"'~Si00""0Si'0C9'l'' 
HoW !Ria< BEVER Y A 
HMI~JAMESP 

HMIMOOGV<ENOOlYNL 
HN<C0CKJt>INW£T AI. 
HN.EYGLENNE 
HN.EY Ct£NN E & 0.U.. L 
HN>NAJ(ISHB 

ADDRESS 
1000JPOHCR 
1000Jf'(:NTffi 
129FIReHOOSERQioO 
110 fiREHOJSe R:l 
147CAI'l:RS LN 
162 PCNJ.Ie-N ORClE 
.&75 NCANAlCFI 
Q6l'CQI' W PQ 9 J98 
AAO 
1211CN'RIORVE 
~8))(.&3! 

HC3actc98710 
220~0\NJI,l.OR 

POOOX 181 
802c:REa<$10ECRI¥'E 
l OOt ~ONJidENT AVE 
6SI NORTH CW<ALSTREET 
248~39e 

AT'Ili~TAJI.OEPARTMENT 
.&20EJ.OO'I'FLOCRER:l 
TAXCEPTCXIG 
LLC 
9323COOQ..ES AVE 

"""""""' F'OSOX131• 1 
I 131 OElHEL ~0 
501GOR():><AIIE 
PQ9:JXI3326 
'79PQUI.Q'K\t9 '~ 

7e186RAUNWAY 
298Ci...JAATERHORSEST 
30355AROISQii.IRCH~ 

2101 CCNSTHVTICN 1:1R 
2lU(:»u.LOFI 
PQSO)( 131 18 
527SJf£1ST 
31! I~ BlAOMEll RUN ............... 
~ 
P060X1Dl9 
900ESFlEI'fTVI.OCOt:R 
W5Qt.ISYOR 
11 81MCGIJFFEYl)o/'jE 
POOOX 17$ 
5-'7NCANAI.t:R 
1016so.!l"HL~GST 
701 10TH $1R:ET 
2:1'80!iriesComer 
12J8CHIV'<Joa.P~ORSH 

P09:»<220 
502S~ST 
F'OSOXI33J5 
POOOX13412 
f'OB))(\3818 
~230MEIJS$.6.CR!VE 

115BIG9Et£JOR 
63THE F~ 

fKloi.RD CF CCUNTY CQ,It.l'l SSIC+ERS 
278NPATHIO<ST 
~ 
~59::1(905 -POaox t:Joo\39 
P0a>Xll78 
"'47 E RVERR:l 
P08))(J()<Ig 
1117CARflt.N<E 
187PHEA~TRUI 
5~7PolrlMETTOOffVE 

Gulf Count y Mailing Lis t 

RMK T1M8E~O GRO.IP 260 PEACHTREE SMEET sre 180 

P080)( 11 91 

POBOX 140<12 
l!SI!RJCE ST 

""""""" 

~301'7 

CITY STATE ZIPCOOE COUHTlltY 
PORTST JOE FL "'" PORTST JOE FL ''"' """ST JOE FL "'" PORT ST JOE FL l2<15667n 

'J>.(WI>HtC~ FL ,,.., 
PORTST JOE FL "'" PORTST JOE FL ''"' - "' ""' ATINnA GA "'"' """"""'0" FL 324053211! 
POfi'TST JOe FL '''"'"' MElGCOEEACH FL ,,.,, 
PQRTST JOE FL ''"' PORrST JOE FL 32'1~?018 1 

L.EE$JRO OA 317639803 
PORTST JOE FL ''"' PORTST JOE FL 3:1-456 
PORTST JOE FL "'" HClJSTCN TX 1ns' '1• ..,._..,""" FL ""' STf>E'TffiSBLRG FL 33733 

STGECfiGE I:!:l»>O FL "'" PORTST JOE FL "'" ~ "' ""' MElo1COEEACH FL ""' CCNY£RSOlKA OA """ '"""""""' GA 3119~ 

M~COEEACH FL 324 1o:J328 ........... m """" SANANTCNO TX '"" PORTST JOE FL "'" .wou.me .. '!1768 
PORTST JOE FL ''"' PORTST .IO£i: FL ''"' M84CO~CH FL 32'1 1o:J11B 
YIEWio.HTC~ FL ''"' MAR!ElTA .. ""'" ""'"""" "" """ ....... "' -VIEWro.HTC....:.r. FL 31.&6S1D:Il 
M<::RR:STQV.N m 31lll-' 
N<TT'"""" •o "'" Boi.TA\'1 ... OH 45103 

C..RO GA 31nlll17ll 
PORTST JOE " ""' PORTST JOE Fl "'" POATST JOE FL 3 .... 56 

MEl<ICOr£ACH Fl ''"' """Err A o• """' PORTST JOE Fl '''""" PORT' :Sf JOE " ''"' MElaCOr£ACH Fl 32'1HD:n5 
ME>1C0r£ACH FL 32o\ 103411 
MElOCOr£ACH FL "'" """""'0" FL 3 .... 01 
POFlfST JOE FL 3:?<1!5M1:!9 

SVMioiERTCI\M-I m ''"' PORTST JOE Fl ,.,. 
PORTST JOE FL ''"' ~ "" """ R<lCKVIUE ~ 47172651& - ... ...,. 
MEXICOBCH FL ''"' PORrST JOE FL "'" ~C>K' Fl '''""" """""'c""' " ""' V8W<TC""' Fl "'" '-\EWI.HTC~ FL "'" PORTST JOE FL ,.,. 
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Gulf Count y Mailing Lis t 

NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCOOE COUHTlltY 
HNtSCN BilLIE T 167PALI.tETTOOR PORTST JOE FL "'" 1-WiSCI'I..IACI<RA 127HJtnERCIACLE PORTST JOE FL ''"' HNOSCH...ICH'I T&J()oi.NF 9151WHWI'9EI """ST JOE FL "'" HARD'r'RAYMOHO 3oi81CA31& PORT ST JOE FL "'" '""'""'" 123h!ARSHAU.LANE 'J>.(WI<H"TC~ FL ,,.., 
HARIIIONWR'r POSOX13ol13 ME>3COEEACH FL ''"" - •ncy" FGYYT PR G """"" ~ -H.IRRISG~ari'S&KEUYM 115Qio.I<.ROOE~D QJMAX o• 311)4 
HARRISON.JEH<enE L &t:MTHSTNE ""'"" o• ""' HARRISONLB.ANO 84241HSTNE ""'"" .. ""'' HARRISON TOMMY C S62STQO<D,I,IFtr'ROt.O I.£ESBURO ., 31763 
HARTCURTlS&LOJISE P08Q)(14.006 M~COEEACH FL ,,.,, 
HATTA""'Y .E:SSIE 8 & OOleflES Y J 18NCANAl CR1\IE PQRTST JOE FL ''"' HAVJAIIIESE&MAR'I'O RT390( 147F PORtST JOE ~ ''"' - ~ """""' = 
HB..lJ09iUA. 331El.MST ~ MD 21003 
HEhDAIX JOSEPH P ~ €T olrl lROSTEES 1708a.MW)O() ~NOEN TX '''" HB<RYOioHB..PII & """'"~ 7520ROOtMOCOrn PORTST JOE FL "'" -==-- ~ ............... " ..... 
"""''"'"'"" PO""'""' """""0"' FL """"' H~RI~CfNILW&MI.AIE P08C:t)(t)llll8 l.lE»CO££.\CH FL 32<1 1034118 
HffiRI».J RICHAROOETUX IS2PolrlWffiOOR PORTST JOE FL "'" HESS DREW\ V & KErn; H SALEH 150 SUISI1~R:l PORTST JOE FL ''"' HBO.IITT USo\&51-ERFn'~ 127SOJTH.NIECR loiOU.TRIE o• 311118 
HQ(SCNCENNISC 33 I CQMIA V OR PORTST JOE FL ""' H(ll€AG£CPGESI. !13PALM£1100R PORTST JOE FL :n<l!.81911 
HI~J\MLUA.MLJR f>Oa:.>X1318! MEJGCO EEACH FL ,,.,, 
HCOGE: RUBYC& BEHNL 1536~"1'TI'l£STRO __,C>¥.' FL ""' HO.l.ANORQlERT J 733 RAN\'EEN CRM' """'""'" .. ""'" HOJ..ANOROEIERTL 377SV>l.ETOI.NCIRO.f ...,....,c .... FL "'" H(lJ£( BRIAN L & l.AORio A 2965oco.TI..R.-.ve Sc:onu.LE o• '""' HOOTEN!ilt.RR'I'C& StJZANt.I: Hiol ilLS ........ .,. o• '!1711 
HOM:U.J,6J,I;ES POOOXl:Jia ~E>ICO~~ " ''"' HOM=:U.W!t.rE H &€\I'AJ P()8)x 13120 ~£>2C0£0.CH FL ''"' HUBERM~BETHMOOPE f>08))(1916 n<OM.<SVU.E o• 3H991Bie 
HUFFI.tAU CARL R & M ~IO..E C 281sv.e£TOLNCIRCI.£ """"""c"" " ''"' HVMPHRESCHo\RLESC 1311Al.HNdERIIOR CORALG.Ia..ES Fl 3S134~21 

HUNTER BEf\fjiE 145FCRt<CR ..........-rc.... Fl n.ss 
HliNTERf'REC(IIEI ~15 Q-IAPB,. LANE ParrST JOE FL ""' HUNTER GECA3E Will 511 01M'B. LANE PORTST JOE FL ''"' HUNTtRJWANH 361SVtE.ETGUNCI~ 'M:'Nid4'TC!ot'IA " ""' HIJTSO<IRa'ERTW..I!&f'f:GGV N 5~71HIC:*'EN'ffil SAL£ CITY .. """ '"HiPC9'$T' li""tliii!'Vl'$&$11<; ~ ~ '" ""' •NTERCQI..STAL ENTEK>RISE$ U.C as-s aB~.N M££Y ~ TAUAHASSEE " ""' ~JIIoii.CYC&DONNAA 52tHCOR029 """" ... '"'' .W.ESJUUAA 5528BJI..AJ-IR) "<><;NIT"'" "" 195089571 
Jo\$1NSI<IRCe(RTJ&CE~L 1518Pl£,&S6.NT~STRO ........... c ..... FL ""' .JeiNINGS Ket.fErn W 137M~ ANN~ MONTGa.tER'Y "- 3610816313 
~CW&CA~YN 1BI~HWfi!I9S GRA>OOOOE Fl ""' ..IQHNSOOPAmCI,IoA& NANCY H THOI.ISON ~9JBROG6.NSBLUFF~ CQ.OI'WX>SPRNGS CD .... 
JOt.£$ ()o!MO N & OCANNE C 279UVEC'AKCR \oO,EWio.HTC...V. " 

,, ... , 
Jet..ES ECIMRO A Et 1JX POOOX221 ""Sf"- " 32:t210221 
JONES ..ERR!' L & W..RI.Io.t#oE W 98WJEFfREYPl Ca..uNUBJS <>< 43214 
J(.)K)ANQI.VlOF&RJTA 931COR0'21!9 """ "- "'" JI.II..IAHFIIC~ POe:»< 131:1" ~<~E>ICOEIEACH " 

,.,, 
J.Jsnce KoVEN s & OAVIOA YIOOO '-'EWI<KTCI«.A FL ""' KeOaXGI.Jo[JtSE B345SW!31STST loUAM! " l3151166§1j 
~EYDIANE~ & KA.THR'YNA LYONS 3131StELTERCCNE GWES'.'li.E o• """' !Qij,!ll(;lOI!ii!l~ --... ~ " ""' K''79''R''$tr • 'Q''O' ~ ~ ... """ t<EHTCWRI..ESM & f'II.TRIOAD f>08))(13144 IIIE»CO££ACH " ''"' IQ.E!N9C..._.!OT CAA..E lr ,l\)lrUTA SI8"'LP'NEWAY AI.HAW.OTY " ""'"'' I<PAMERGERIMIIIE G TRJST 147HUI<TERCIR PORTST JOE " 32-1581633 
KRJM KE!n1 J & I<A~NE K 2:17BNI..EYLN ME»C09:ACH FL ''"' IQ..P.KELRO"""-DE& Q.AIQ£ 1DQO~SlRANO ""'= FL "'" LA9CJ.ITE£(NO'T I.&I.ORRAINE O n5$UNSHNE~ POA'T$T ..IOE " ''"' I.ANCfU~OPHLA 211 GU.FAIR:" OR PORTST JOE " ''"' I.ANOI..EY.JMIIIY L & FA¥€111 130 POST C:HICE LANE PORT:9T JOE " ''"' t.Asa-tEBE~.CHH()JSEU..C 10961 WORI:>Jr.NTER!UORV R0 LN""'CA' CA 

~401'7 
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Gulf Count y Mailing Lis t 

NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE COUHTlltY 
lAWPDY &.JAMESO 8302 COUNTY RCI'ID 396 .........,CHO<A FL ,, ... 
l.EAVITI ..EFFREYL&lYNHO SIOOiJtPEllN f'()RT$T JOE FL ''"' LECrn:JIWESR 5665H~77t.l. c""" FL 324~513 

l£MON$Wl..UAMA 14 890JTH..£00E 1311\'MNGW..W " "~' l.ECJ-W;'OWA~O .CilNLCNGST POm"ST JOE FL Jl456 
LECf'OlDRCNALDGECRGE & MAXIP..E ~WE ME>3C0r£ACH FL "''" LETCHWlNJANE 2:n I 00:: BOTTOW R0 TAllAHASSEE FL 31312 
I..EVEU.~ P080)(7S3 MP'Nt£ "' OHS3 
I.£VIN$ ERNEST L & UNCIA 0 160$4SIJNI=U.YR0 '"""'"""" FL "''' UGHTFOOTVER<CJ.I f>Oa:»C6?3 AUW« GA 3171)2 
UT'T\..ETONNAl.IR'(H PQ8))(87.c POfi'TSTJOe FL 3245i'OB7.c 
LOOAN EUZABETH J POeox" """"'""'' '" '"'" l006EPA.mQAJ PQl!OX130117 ME>:IOOEEACH FL ''"' l<:MNOGOOOM•CHAa T 385~ SW<UO#'~RO """"'' GA ""' UJAu.£N JIMNY0lFIIo'TRIOAA 23-tPRICER)AO """"""-"'" OA 31)118 
WCASst£llAK 195SCRleON<.ST PORTST JOE FL ''"' l'rl..ESWUJAAIF&Mil..CREOA 321~CR388 PORTST JOE FL 3:1-456 
loiAlOEN~R&Iol/l.RYM RTE38()(125 PORTST JOE FL "'" MAMORfo.N JAAIES E &SETTY P Ul:SOJTHI.OrflRO F'Ofn':ST..a FL ''"' MANN'fHOioiASR 11 8Nomtar10Cio'n'lnrCtM! FITZGEFALD GA J1TSO 
IIIARt<SJIMMYB&CESBIEC .CO ll JACKSON FCI """"""' GA 30108 
WAA5HA.l.l AR<HE & VERN4. 156MARSHAI.LlANE .........,COO<> FL ""' IIIAR'flN ClARENCE & FRANCIS 1301 GECR31AAI/E "'""""a"' FL J240.ol0718 
u-.. , ~;;o;;;o · r;; a IOiil''' •• ~ "'"""""" "'" ""' loiATllSCtl WALREENA 3~f>O.iCEOEL.EON POR'TST JOE FL ""' MAA:I( C()I«.LO 8& No>.NC'I' K 2108 SHAYCEN ...... 1.0 "' 79100 
IIIIVMBJ. STBIE R & OCNNA C 4060N.Efnt,0 FRISCOCfTY " '"" IIIAXMEU. sre'E R & l<e<NE"rn T 40!l0MIEJ\QAD FRISCOOTY "- ""' IIICCATHENCI-EI..SOO 6100 (U.I!HTAN L.ME COWiGEPAA< GA "'~' IIICCAVLEY F'E"''(RP& TERRV S 282-olRINGl.EFlO A"-""A GA "~' loiCCl..AINNCRMAW 11840NHN(77 """""'a"' FL ""' IIIC00tw..DRO-M£TTEP ii218EAVER~T'Rir.IL TAJ.,I.AHA.SSH' " 31312 
IIIC KEE ct.AF<EHCE E ..R 10!l8281Go.NOE J'-"'ER GA 301~3 

IIIC KENVE TAN<U"'ES I"'C P08))(1:100 TAUAHASSI:E. Fl. ~mcn 1 200 
IIICPI-ERSONGAR'fD&JI>.ROt.IAD !Woo<i.AWIHA RD .......,0 ... FL ''"' IIIESSERC..,._RI..ESL&~IAL P08))(\llr.!8 ti!E»COBEACH " ''"' WEXICO BEACH LNoO & OEVELCf'NENT UC 407TEMSOR ME>OCOE!EACH " "'" HC:fFMAN,..EFRr'l 1465\HE~S'TREET WU!STOO " ""' lolfLESCK:STERiol&~[)l. ~79 NORTH LONG STREET .........,COO<> Fl. ""' lll ll lffiT.WI!IY 8061lWHWflil8 PORTST JOE Fl. ''"' loiiU.SCUJ\IISC& .IJO'r' H 8021 0\KHQJ..()N~ 9AT0NfiOI.(;E " """ IIIIUSJAQ{H f>OOOX232 oo-nsvu£ GA J\14~ 

IIIIMSOSU.Riol ~&VICKiE B 105~Q..DRfV£RRO!\D C~BJA GA '"" IIIIMSf'EAVY&JEAH 3fl29CR3BB PORTST JOE FL ''"' loiiSITAROBERfP 1740[)0GV.()OO~E ""'""' GA "'" loiOCKioiiCHoiB..ET.t.L 1412Pl..EA.SioJ.ITRESTROt.O .......-rc""' Fl '''" loiOL.ZAt+IFREO&..E.loU'lE 3820VA:;;IIIi\AAVf VtaYlATA .. 5539131. 
WOt£Y'I-W,IBC6J'fG 745PI>.EAVE CW.TT'*IDOCHEE Fl 323241723 
IIIONTfCR:I~SS CIOP080K31S ~Wt.KTC!-¥A Fl '''" loi~AUCEG 3320 COONTY ROllO 38fJ PORTST JOE Fl ~56 
IIIORONI ELTCN ll-ICNA$ SMITH CERYL M POOOX 1(11315 TAUAHASSEE FL 31XI2'l1315 
IIIOTEAJ.AN KUICHALEY A \14KI~SEADOE~O CAAROU.TCN GA ))lit 
loiOTERAlPHD 5J41UBERT'I'RO!I.O "'"""" GA 30187 
loiiJMFCRORCHot,RO .!..SAUY 232~1VVGAiL~E -"O<SCNVUf Fl. "'" lolt.JFI'iANE~l. 263FORESTST PORrST JOE FL 32456 
NACHTSHSr.t "'ELVIN 0 & F>A TTY L 3!2SO.JTHCNW..tl'l PORfST JOE FL 3:?4~1198&ll 
~CEOitVlDT tllOCWEF:R'IE Fan sa< GA 318118 
NNJSJ,i,MESW& Bo>.RQl.RA POBOX\3126 "'E>ICOBEACH Fl ,.,, 
NNJSJ,i,SCN LEE&JCXliANN I~P.IrlMffiOCHVE PORTST JOE FL ''"' NB[)H,l.R[)T l'<'Oa::RT ..R & SARBtRA 93Jti.II.UGER,t,VE F'<>UST JOE Fl 324~1»9011 
N£VIISCMEOAVID 8918WH~981fEl PORTST JOE FL ,.,...., 
NIQtQ..S l~oU~ .. CQM & MAA!l.YN 7725 EV'Etl NO STONE lN TAU.AHASSEE FL n3r~ 
NCf(MANSH~U 1~7SOl.I1H..N(ECR loiOU.TRIE "' 3!788 -- - "' ""' NCR'fOOWUJ,t,ME &EH,t, G 3311SCJJJ\1Ho\RBCli..ROR "'""""a"' Fl ''"" OBRIEN~T 1$3ex&TEftAV£ <ON>"""' " nrso 
QSON M B._ & lERRV PO fOX 1348 PRoN""<U OR i1tS4 
C'.f'ICRATO.ICHN S &G.<d..E E 217KIIoii<DYeR::I ME>ICOBEACH FL "'" CRO AtFINII MARK & JAJET L 390WOf,t,Pf>O[H\'E """""c"" FL ""' 
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Gulf Count y Mailing Lis t 

NAME ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE COUHTlltY 
~ ~ - .. ..... 
OJMET JI.JUER 53~GBIENTI-IU.RJ FAIRfiElD "- '"" QIERSmEET PI!.RTNERS LLC 99-'~GUN AOO't'DR TAU.AHASSEE Fl J1312 
PARAOI:'lEI..AKEPROf'£R1'lESU..C 110CI37THST IIIE><ICOSEACH Fl ""' PoiR<(R SRVCEL t81$HELLRO PORTST JOE Fl 32451i&M 
PAFW:RDAVIDR &FRI>NCIS J 969L£EROJrD14() '"""' "- "'" PII.TEBOBIY POB:>X 5B1 PORTST JOE Fl 324~70511 1 

P,t..TRIO<WR 1429111EAOCMICREB(I..N OOM<XDY ., """"" fi'EOClAINOMAA!HAR C612STAUJUSTIHERCAO IIICNTlCHLO Fl "~' PELCRalERT A &AMAN!loU f>Oa:»Ct32113 ME><ICOEEACH Fl "'" PQ.T~USA 8990CA3t& ~H"TC~ Fl 3?.465 
f'E!'RYWAN~ANCJR& GERALDIEP PORTST JOE Fl ""' f'ETtFSCtJ JAWES&MARCIA &o13~00ERO.AO OCEAN Sf>RNGS "' -~WIILT9i!L 715HOfE'I'SUCKLEFIO G.WESV'UE Fl 305011!1~ 

F'ETER$Cfo<WtLT~l& WURia. 12fi11 Wili<$RQII.O """'' "' '''" f'I-ElPSIAARt(.QL&KN<ENE 236CR 388 PORTST JOE Fl "'" PHLUf>S III .-.RKW& .,IQI.,N 157FCR=5TST PORTST JOE Fl 3:1-456 
f'I();ETTRffiAW'I'V()WEm.JS1H P09;»<><• PORTST JOE Fl "'"' Pin$ U)Jt$ RET U)( 111UJ0AAV£ F'Ofn':ST JOE Fl ""' PLANT OAR'I'W 450-'()!.KVI,()Q()OR "'"'""' Fl ""' f'l.£t.SANT REST COIETERV TRUSTEES """'''"" Fl ""' P<UOCK~E&8CEBIE 38'2-4REO£lROC1R """"""" ., 

'"" P<Mell. JB'fERV L & .oM L 58JPALIIIEnO OR """ST JOE Fl "'" FqCE Ba38Y F'RANK & 9-IR.EY R J52~AWOOR """""'c"" Fl ""' RAN!EYRIOW'lCil 101MIIol0$oi.AII'E PORTST JOE Fl ,, ... 
FIAV ROBERT L & !X)NN.t. L 318&JIJHPNR0 STONE MOWTAIN 

., .,.., 
RAVWWSALVIN&PEGGIEW 6&1:/lANCEST """""0"' Fl ,.,. 
RBCHERT MONIKA & OO<EVIE'IE Ehi<OCII.ETCN 07 1229LE<lN8ERG 
R6NHAROTJQ-IH 112SU>ISHNER.l PORTST JOE " 3'2'1=5~700 

ReiNH.loRT 8REN()Io &\I lEY 9~00..!\0EA'If PQI'n'ST JOE Fl 324~116tne 

ROt< N VESTMENTS INC & KERRGAN FAN.LYLIMITEOP.-.RTl'iERS111P ~OOEGOYERNMBH ST f'ENSACa.A " """ RHAMESCURnSE &ARI.£1£ K 118GRIFFITH RQ.ID lEE~RO 
., 31163 

RHoi.MES LYtMOCO&~R 8921CRJ88 V.EW<l<K>+<A " ""'' RIOU..POS AIII..F'H & VIRCIE 2XIIWRIV{R$TN ELYRA <lH ~$'nOll 
RI~'MU.JAMJETAL POI!OX39 F'ORTST JOE Fl 3~10087 

RISH'M...i.JAMJ.Il CIORISttGIBSGI&SCHO..Z POOTST .<lE " ''"' ROOERTS NEU A .a~c.m. ... Cii'M "'''""" Fl """ R<X>ERS KENtEll-1 N & SHARCN E 591 OiAPS.LN """ST JOE " rnse 
RCNMESJOHN G&M~E 117Q-IAPB,. LANE ~STJOE Fl "'" R1JHtELS WWAAI T & Ut&ll. G 2300CKI..A~FKl60 'I\EWII.HTC ....... Fl "'" RUPP OO.NtEL & SUSAN 3~EIIVINSRC VIUA~CE 

., 
30180 

RIJSSEU,_ THOIUo.S R & 8AHlARA A 138Pio.EVIEWCR lEESBJR> ., J 11'63 
SABISTONE PAlt. HC380<613'1 ME>4COIEAO< " "'" 5ACOLER T1N.Io. 0 & GARr' W GIBBS B101Au.FWI.AAVE PORrST JOE " ""' SANJE~LEE S8!7~STREeT MERitJAN "' ,,., 
s.v.oER ECM.EYl.I OR DONio.L 208 GAUTIER MEMORIAL WAY PORTST JOE Fl "'"' $AAOfAfL)oi0J&$ttA,J:Y ,t, 2B1NCAN.IL.CR POATST JOE FL 3 .... 56 
SN<>ERGUSTAVE& UNOA 11.eSCRteON<.ST PORTST JOE Fl "'" SNU.RS .£SSE <121 NGAYAVE ""'"'""OTV Fl 324(}46101 
SN*'cq)_o.t.I&!:X)t~NA 95-EI CJAHEST LEEOO "- -SCARBROI.K>HPAU..E&PATRCIA E 113FIHOiLN WM."WW.HrtOfKA " ''"' SOiACEH RCHNi'CI T & .r:J-'UYSO. 2983 NUTwEO COURT '"""'""""' Fl '""' SOiEL.Lt.IB..ISSA S07 NORfH LONG S'ffiEET PORTST JOE FL ""' SOiEllRLIBY L 3150 COJNTY R(».O 396 PORTST JOE Fl l 245M7:ll3 
SCOTT$0-ELBY •$0PALMETT00A ,...,., JOE FL 3~56 

SEIFERTFRN.IKJ&CIO'It.l!loM PO""'OD> PQF(rST JOE Fl 3:?4S7060'l 
9tEPNiOJA.MES & KATHERII'<E 42ll~ FOREST AVE • >e<>< ., 

""" SHJI.B'IJOHNC P080X 13()72 ~84CO~CH Fl 324103072 
SHJRfl.IM Ra3ERr ..R & MARIE P •090 CCUNTY ROllO 386 PORTST JOE FL "'" Stlo'I.!ONSGE<:lR3EWSR 1&10MARV1NAVE """'ST JOE Fl "'" StMCNDSB1U.'r' R •S..5 COJNTY RO 8J """""'e "- 38218 
SWARTCH.IrRl.E$H&LOISR CQCHI<A.ESCOSTINESQ.IIRE 1~$FCF!f;t$T$T 

"""" JO< " ''"' St.41THCARO..N 2523JOHNSOI ~\IE LVNNlioi.VB-1 FL 3244!44723 
SlroU1'HCUNT~K '2-41 OUARTER HORSE ST PORTST JOE Fl ''"' ''"'""""' 275'<'£TAPPOOR\OE ..._..,c..,. Fl "'" SMiTH WWAM CQ.&jAN +111JAN COCI.£YOR: ~AMAC1TY " 314081•30 
SCM MER$ Kei"'ETH W& I'>MIB.AJ 14a10VISTA~(J(;;EtJ.I ce- ~ 41525 
Sf'£NCERlli!IOTHY' J& TAMMLA 5 P08lX11t """"'a" FL ""' ST.o-t'f M1CHAEL W&CYNTH1AA 57BONHW'I'211 - ., 

'"'" 
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Gulf Count y Mailing Lis t 

NAME ADDRESS crrv STAl1i ZI..CODE COUHntY 
ST JOSEF'Hl.AND&CEVOO 100 BEC~ ACWJSUITE 200 P,t,NAW,CnYBOI FL ""' Sf ANTCH GAlNE$ & EL.t<ffiCl.t<HINGHAM """""C"'-' FL ,, ... 
STECOESTER E 7391PRINCETOOCR -- " (1(1103 
snx::~<o.Rl~ & RHa.a.s 1<481 MCCAU.~IDGERO "'"" FL '"" STO\ES~~J&OAILY TRVSTEES PQOOX582 ~· .. 3 1516 
STC::MPCARRIE L POBOX 137&5 MEIOCOSEACH FL ''"' STCW"J<><NR&STICYJ 233NPI!"d<Strl'll!lt PORT"STJOE FL 37•5&-~~1CJ 

STREET .-.NNW POBOX 1~1 MElOOOOCACH FL ''"' STRICI(I...V()JOYct:O 91 I SOJTH HWY T! 1'\EV'AHITCHKA FL '''" SU.J~Cl.JAf,EA 65080..0<EE ST f'Nioi.WAOTY FL "'" ~RHOAEU. 2,_SOCAN.I.LMVE PORTST.JOE FL ''"' St.RE!ER\'III,YI'.EE &RAE~ 11S01AF'Ell.Ao'.E """""'""" FL "''" $\'.II<NNWWSE&CAR<J..E 1?89Cl.!Ol~LN f'ORTST JOE FL "''" SYl.~TER stEVEN~ TER:=SA 8894COJ"'fYf<'OI,OJBe ........,c..,. FL ''"' TOZLLC POBOX1<1165 M8CIC0f£f,.CH FL ""' ., .....,...,... ~ '"' ""' TABSU.Io!UT'-Z A& oi.MAI. SIDAHI '2!i6QHI.HTOJFF U>I PNU.WAOrt FL ""' TAGUE CHAR...ES E 521~ SIMONSQf RO EB!lAH co 81013 
TAF'flERGe~G&IIMEI.tP.O& 9ROV GIQSONJFIAS m.t5TE£S OfPAmiCIAM TAPP(R P080x290 PORTST JOE FL 32457(12*) 
TAUNTCf'l ()fi.VtOL &A8IGAII.J POBOX870 """'"'"""' FL 34'46501Htl 
TA'I'LOO.Klt1N L &PATRICI.t.M S50CHAF'B..l.ANE PORT"STJOE FL "''" TAYl~a..MRF &I.AlJR,I.,J 9~7CCOQ._e>AVE PORfST JOE FL ''"" TH,t.RPE ROMlD I'( & SHARON S 162St£U.RO PORT ST JOE FL ""' THIB. JOSEPH M & 9JSN>I F" POBOX 13012 ME>CJCO&:ACH FL ''"' TH04AS.Iii.MESR Q82f1EASTONOR 8EV9i\.YHIU.S CA 110210 
THOMS SH(RRY ANN 3890CfUU: PORrST JO£ " "'" THIJMMJC'HNA&OEBBEA 2t9K.IWWJf.(3EIR0AVE """""'""" " 

,.., 
T11TF WANAGING AGEHC'I' FlOA[)I,EJOI>.ROCF F~TRY C/0 CNR OOJGt.AS BlOO TAUAH.o.ssEE " """ "'"'"" 3!100CO<I~TH EL'<tl T.oi.IJ.AHASSEE " ""' TR~JI.CKmJSn.t: ~8HIIRSHL.AN£ CAST.t..UANSMNOS TN 370)1 
PREP SW PC QP' [ - ~ "' -fUI'lf'jERlARR'I' 407TBIASCI'I ME>QOOEEACH " "'" V,ATHSCJOHN -418 'fH:'fCINST POOl"STJOE " ""' ~()EI'()ORF'l"'«,)MA$J :Sf:I9'.AM8TCWLN """'' " ""' WIIGNEF J,I,MES A 611NLCNGST'RE£T PORT ST JOE " "'" ~GNERRCNAI..OW &SH~ 3tS5CR3116 POI!TST.>OE " ''"' ""'U.-"SS'I &USA 95~ HWf3811 ........,,_ 

" ""' Wllfl) BR:NC... L TRUSTEE P08))(231 POI!TSTJOE " "'" WI>J()RQ-IAR)SFAM LYTRIST "'""'""' -·- GA Sli&3eoeo:J 
Wl"MNSHEROERT &NCRW.. 1690PlfASoWJRESTRO 'A£\II&ttTCH(A FL '"'""' 'AENSERG PHARES E 8995 A.CK£RSPTR0o.D ""'"' "' -· 'M:RS.r.OiERDO-IALO ~ ~~FCRK[)'I 

..,.......,_ 
" 32<16§6SI I 

'M:ST DEBR&.OioRI.EN£ :)9~1 CR3116 POI!TSTJOE " "'" 'M:STOOOANIElJ 2t4 SlfHHNE FD PORTST JOE " 3245-6 
~APf>QI~ 80X516 """'"'JOE " ~24510519 

~N'f'OPRESERVE LLC 208EfC:UFm;ST PORfST JOE FL ""' W<EU:R EO\o\lo.RO El.JOENE RU9C)(~ -~u.e " 37387 
'#illE f REO&OEEB£ 1-44 stEU.RO PORTSTJOE " ''"' wtTeJACOIJELYNP 111J8LA'M<INMU.RO CRIMfOFI).1u.E " "'" '#i!TE PATRICIA P 102(1951.JGARCREB(DR "'""CQA "- 32~1· 
'Mttr:taDJOS(PH P POOOX 1l'CQ ~fCH(A FL 3,.51209 
wtlFIB.DRCEE?TOETAL 65Jfi AI.JoaAM,t, oWE POI!TSTJOE " ''"' wtlFIB.DROr' E CIOIAHJTf•ELDRO'I' E 350 ttBSCUS DRIYE MIAMI SPRINGS " 331&6 
'M.J.JAMSGMYG&C~STN':R 595 I.AI<ffi!OOE CHVE """"" "" """ "'1 u· ~ n a om u - .......... ... ......... 
WUJAMS TliAO&AI'Ol&lo POB:IXS71 PORT"ST JOE " """ wt..l.JAMSWUJ.AJ.IC l· & GEf¥.UllfE C 1111UG!iTKEEf'ERSCA PORTST JOE " ''"' 'MLSCN RCElERTL~ & 857tiCORD39e ..,.......,""" " 

,.., 
~1\NLAW'i'EN<l:& PATRCIA TRUSTEE$ 2181-M'1' 38S f'ORTSTJOE " "'" 'M:RJHINGTON..a: 90 1 CENTR4LAVE F1TlGERIILD "" 3175-0 
v.RGHT SERT R & MARl "'"''" """""' "" 311'910005 
Ya'lS'l' pq:sTON C U.l o1!R00 93-41CI.IVE•vt: ...,.,..,JOE 

" "'" YOJto«>~\llO E& GAIL H Jo49~APB..I..ANE f'OR!"STJOE FL ""' YOJN:'> GLEN W & J,I,I>ET G 5013FlYNT CRJVE IAAR!No<NA " """ YOJN3 R 0 & MAR91A L 7S 17 GEOR31A AVE POf!TSTJOE FL "'" Z~~RICKIIROFa.VIO<IM 31D8UENAV1$TAA\IE -SOlA " "'" 

~701'7 
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APPENDIX R 

Indirect and Cumulative Effects Documentation 
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GULF COAST PARKWAY 
DELPHI GROUP 

 
Second Assignment 

 
The Delphi Group’s first assignment was the allocation of the 2030 population within the project 
PARAs as would be expected to occur under the existing conditions or the No Build Alternative.  The 
second assignment for the Delphi Group is to allocate the 2030 population as would be expected to 
occur in each PARA based on the Gulf Coast Parkway being constructed.  There are five Build 
Alternatives under consideration; therefore, it is expected that the population allocation will be different 
for each Build Alternative scenario. 
 
You are being provided several maps, one for each Gulf Coast Parkway Alternative, and one for each 
PARA which you provided a response to during the First Assignment (However, at your request we will 

provide you 5 copies of any other PARA maps you may care to provide a response for during this 

Second Assignment).  You are also being provided five sets of the questionnaire; one for each Build 
Alternative.  The projected population for the Bay County and Gulf County PARAs remains the same as 
in the first assignment:  Bay County PARAs are expected to experience a population growth of 47,404 
people by 2030 while the Gulf County PARAs are projected to experience a growth in population of 
4,336 people. 
 
The population allocated to the PARA’s within each County should equal the total population projected 
for that County’s PARAs unless an explanation is provided for the difference in the allocated population 
and the total projected population for that County.  If the population within the County PARA is greater 
than the projected population, please identify from whence that additional population is derived and 
indicate the basis for the change.  If the population in the County PARA is less than the projected 
population, explain where the population that settles out of the PARA is expected to locate and the 
reasons for this change. 
  
Draw on the maps the boundaries of the locations where new population is expected to locate.  Identify 
the development locations shown on the PARA maps with a number or letter to correlate with the 
information provided in the Tables.   In Table 1, provide the population allocated to each 
development/location for the type of land use employed.  Once all the projected population has been 
distributed, please complete the remaining tables and questions. 
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Past Actions 
Development 

Type Project Names Location Description 

Residential 

St. Andrew's Bay Development Company's 
Subdivision Bay County Multi-Family Homes 

Pinnacle Pines Estates Bay County Multi-Family Homes 
Highway 22 Estates Bay County Multi-Family Homes 

Forest Walk Bay County Multi-Family Homes 
Cherokee Heights Parts 1,2, and 3 Bay County Single-Family Homes 

Mexico Beach Unit 1, 9, 12, 12A, and 14 Bay County Single-Family Homes 
La Siesta Bay County Single-Family Homes 

Paradise Cove Bay County Single-Family Homes 
Angela Estates Bay County Single-Family Homes 

Tremont Estates Gulf County Single-Family Homes 
East Bay Plantation Gulf County Single-Family Homes 

Sea Haven Subdivision Gulf County Single-Family Homes 

Pine Breeze Gulf County Mobile Homes/Single-Family 
Homes 

South Long Estates II/Easy Waters Gulf County Single-Family Homes 
Palm Ridge Subdivision Gulf County Single-Family Homes 

School Deer Point Elementary School Bay County New School 
Transportation Gulf to Bay Highway Segment 1 Gulf County New Road 

Present Actions 
Development 

Type Project Names Location Description 

Residential 

Plantation Heights Bay County Single-Family Homes 
Camp Flowers Estates Bay County Single-Family Homes 

The Landings at Wetappo Gulf County Single-Family Homes 
WindMark Development of Regional Impact 

(DRI) 
Gulf County Mixed-use Development 

Business 

Register Office Building Bay County Office 
Tram Road Borrow Pit Bay County Borrow Pit 

Dollar General-Bayou George Bay County Retail Store 
Dollar General-Highway 22 Bay County Retail Store 

Eastern Shipbuilding Expansion Bay County Manufacturing 
Bay Industrial Park Bay County Industrial 

Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
Development 

Type Project Names Location Description 

Transportation 

See the Bay County LRTP Adopted 
Highway Needs Plan and Tables on 

following pages 
Bay County 

 

See the Gulf County Future Traffic 
Circulation Map on the following pages Gulf County  

Residential Cherokee Corners Bay County Single-Family Homes 
Bon Fire Beach Bay County Residential 

Business Express Lane #37 Bay County Convenience Store 
Stephens Building Bay County Office 

Industrial Port St. Joe Expansion Gulf County Industrial 
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~Shaping Our Future 2035 Needs Assessment Amendment 

Adopted on 1 211 5/ 201 0 

With Amendment Highlighted 
Adopted on 09/ 28/ 2011 

Bay County 2035 LRTP 
Adopted Hig hway N eeds Plan -Amended 

~ 
--)J 
) 

B AYCC>UNTY 

ie!.....--.5 
LONG RANGE 

TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

C-2 
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Gulf County Future Traffic Circulation Map 2005-2020 
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